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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, LINCOLN’s INN FIELps, LcNDON, W.C, 
Follclee indisputable and unconditional. e" 


SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected under Tables I. and II. 


























- NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
ge 
at Entry. 
Five. Ten, Twenty. Thirty. Forty. 
£ 8 | £ 8 | £ 8. £ 8 £ 8 
103 0 191 10 431 0 *736 0 *1,022 0 
112 0 211 0 464 10 *819 0 *1,167 0 
40 12440 | 232 0 | 52510 *939 10 "1,343 10 
50 147 0 | 276 10 *626 10 “ae. 4 em 
197 10 372 0 | lies aa Sa, Ree 
| 











E .—A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 years @ person then aged 30, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per ¢ ~ % 

In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered, would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-hold 
be entitled to share in future promis. ” eo 





JARVIS-CONKLIN MORTGAGE TRUST CO. 


UNITED STATES AND LONDON. 





AUTHORISED OAPITAL ... 
SUBSORIBED and PAID-UP 

This Company has its own offices and agencies throughout the Western States 
¢ America from the Mississippi River to the Pacifie Coast for the investment 
of money. 


It acts for Insurance Companies, Banks, Trust Companies, Solicitors, and 
private investors, in the United States and Europe. 


Its business and assets are officially audited by the Bank Commissioners of the 
States of New York and Connecticut, 


Tt issues its own Debentures at 5 and 54°], for five or ten years, and receives 
money on deposit for fixed terms from one to three years. ‘ 


Full information on application to the London Office, 95, Gresham- 
street, B.C. 
E. L, SHELDON, London Manager. 


. $6,000,000 (about £1,237,000). 
..« $1,500,000 (about £309,000). 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Iv wit BE observed from the Vacation notice, which will be 
found in another column, that the arrangements as to Vacation 
businees are made on the usual lines, and that no sitting in court 
will be held before the commencement of the Hilary Sittings. 





Mr, Justice Noxrn is stated to be considering the advisability 
of following the example of Mr. Justice Currry and Mr. Justice 
Srimtine, and devoting one whole day a week (probably Monday) 
during the ensuing sittings to chamber business. This may 
probably reduce the number of summonses adjourned into court, 
and so leave more time for the trial of actions. 





_| change of tone was desirable. 





We pvusiise elsewhere some new rules, made by the Lord 
Chancellor, with the concurrence of the President of the Board of 
Trade, under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The first of them 
relates to a matter which has excited considerable interest in the 
City of London. It abolishes, as from the 1st of December last, 
the attendance of the officer of the London Bankruptcy Court at 
the office provided by the Corporation for the purpose of admin- 
istering oaths in bankruptcy, but a footnote states that the Lord 
Chancellor has appointed the registrars of the Lord Mayor’s 
Court and of the City of London Court commissioners for oaths. 
Another rule (to be cited as 134a of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886) 
provides for the giving, by the judge to whom bankruptcy 
business is assigned, of any order or direction (not involving 
the decision of the appeal) incidental to an appeal to a divisional 
court from an order of a county court in a bankruptcy matter. 
By the next rule (24la) the preparation of certain orders is pro- 
vided for, and by the last rule (273 (6)) the provision of the 
present rule 273 (6), providing that ‘‘no appeal shall lie from any 
order of the court, except by leave of the court,” is revoked. It 
will be remembered that in Re Dale (33 W. R. 476) the question 
was raised whether this clause of the rule was not wlirda vires, 
and it was decided not to be eo. 









Tue Commisstoners for Oaths Act, 1889, comes into operation 
on the Ist of January, 1890. Section 3 of this Act provides for a 
new class of commissioners to administer oaths, which appesrs to 
be unnecessary, and which is unlikely to be of frequent use. 
Shortly stated, it is as follows :—‘ Every person who, being an 
officer of, or performing duties in relation to, any court, is for the 
time being so authorized by a judge of the court - shall 
bave authority to administer any oath or take sny affidavit 
required for any purpose connected with his duties.”” This power, 
given to a judge to authorize any official to administer an oath or 
to take an affidavit, is somewhat vague. Already many officers of 
the court have such authority under the rules, and it is presumed 
that any not so authorized would require an authority in writing 
from the particular judge. In the Chancery Division, for instance, 
the registrars do not administer oaths except to witnesses in court, 
and to give them further authority would be of little utility. Will 
the chancery judges avail themselves of this power? and if they 
do so will each of them give to each registrar a written authority for 
that purpose, or will a verbal authority ad hoc suffice? How, 
moreover, will the authority of these temporary commissioners be 
made known to the Central Office, so that a complete list of their 
names may be kept there for reference, together with the term 
over which the authority extends? These are a few of the details 
which at first sight present themselves as pertaining to this 


section. 





Ir woutp sem to have occurred, or been suggested, to the able 
writer Gane in close connection with the Land Transfez 
Office) whose article in the Economist we recently noticed, that a 
Three weeks ago he was full of 
lively enthusiasm about the benefit to the public which would 
arise from dispensing with the services of solicitors on purchases 
and sales, and of airy warning to solicitors that they must suffer. 
He told his readers that solicitors ‘must not consider that they 
have any vested rights, and talk big about ‘confiscation.’ If the 
public can secure for themselves a cheap system of machinery for 
effecting the transfer of land, and can, without risk to their own 
interest, dispense with the services of solicitors on purchases and 
sales, then so much the better for the public. Solicitors must suffer, 
if need be, like any other class, for the public good.” By way 
of shewing the enormous gain to the public, in the shape of 
cheapness, of the new system of land transfer, he reproduced, 
with some additions (if we mistake not from a somewhat cele- 
brated notice issued by the Land Transfer Office), a statement in 
tabular form contrasting the fees of the Land with the 
remuneration of solicitors under the present system. week, 
however, his efforts were devoted to shewing that the remuneration 
of living solicitors will hardly be affected by the new system. He 
now says that ‘‘ doubtless, in the course of yesrs, the effect of the 
Land Transfer Bill may be to diminish the profits of solicitors. 
But the change will be gradual, and its full effect will —" be 
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felt by any living member of the profession.” And he affirms that, 
“for the first ten years after the passing of the Land Transfer Bill, 
it is certain that solicitors’ profits on the transfer of land will shew 
no diminution at all. Solicitors will wndoubtedly be largely em- 
ployed in assisting to get estates placed upon the register, and this 
will mean profits beyond those which they consider to be their due. 
Before all the land in the country is placed on the register, it 
is estimated that at least thirty or forty years must elapse, 
and the prospective injury may with accuracy be said to be 
confined to the scions of the profession who are still of tender 
years or not yet born.” The commercial public who read 
the Economist may well be puzzled to know which of the 
two views presented in the columns of that paper within 
three weeks they are to believe. They are dazzled one week 
with the prospect of a cheap system of land transfer, the fees 
payable under which are specified, enabling them to dispense 
with the services of solicitors on purchases and sales. They are 
told, three weeks afterwards, that the result of the new system 
will be for the first ten years to give to solicitors profits ‘‘ beyond 
those which they consider to be their due” ; and that the prospec- 
tive injury to solicitors ‘‘ may with accuracy be said to be con- 
fined to the scions of the profession who are still of tender years, 
or not yet born.” As the City man is not usually devoid of shrewd- 
ness, it must necessarily occur to him that if, as the Lord Chan- 
cellor intimated on the third reading of the Land Transfer Bill 
this year, there is no mode of cheapening land transfer except 
by diminishing solicitors charges, and if the new system of 
land transfer will not injure any “scion of the profession ” except 
those “‘ of tender years or not yet born,” it will also not benefit, in 
the matter of expense, any “‘ scion” of the public except those of 
tender years or not yet born. And, further, that if the result of 
the passing of the Bill will be for ten years to make the existing 
remuneration of solicitors payable, plus extra fees for their assist- 
ance in getting estates placed on the register, and also plus the 
office fees, as per table in the first article, the effect of the system 
will be to inflict a heavy fine on the present generation of the 
public for the benefit of those of tender years or not yet born. We 
must leave the perplexed City man to solve the problem as he best 
can, with the remark that solicitors, after the notice issued by the 
Land Registry this year, are not at all likely to doubt which of the 
views presented by the writer in the Zconomist is likely to be the 
correct one. They, moreover, remember the words of the Lord 
Chancellor on the third reading of the Land Transfer Bill this 
year: ‘It was for their lordships to determine whether there 
should be a cheaper transfer of land, and he should be surprised 
if any noble lord could suggest any mode in which that transfer 
could be accomplished without interfering with vested interests.” 
He was certainly not speaking of the contingent interests of 
“‘ scions ” of the legal profession “‘ of tender years or not yet born.” 





Upon Tuts question of the vested interest of solicitors the writer 
in the Economist maintains an even course. He is shocked that we 
should have ventured to assert such an absurd proposition. If he had 
taken the trouble to read the observations on which he comments, 
he would have found that their purport was to shew that the Lord 
Chancellor had in the most explicit way intimated that the Bill in- 
terfered with ‘“‘ vested interests ”’ by diminishing solicitors’ charges, 
and this after previously stating that ‘any legislation which has 
for its object to deprive a man of any right without giving him com- 
pensation for what is taken from him is neither desirable nor likely 
to promote the harmony and the welfare of this great empire. In 
our future legislation we must proceed upon the lines of respecting 
the rights of all.” It now appears that the shocking error of 
the Lord Chancellor’s opinion is “ patent” ; solicitors, according 
to the writer in the Hconomist, are “much in the same posi- 
tion ss the agricultural labourers who raised an outery against 
the first introduction of labour-saving machinery.” Have, then, 
the sgricultural labourers, we may ask, statutory provisions in 
their favour prohibiting any other person, except duly-admitted 
sgricultural labours, to ilians certain functions? Do the agri- 
eultural labourers psy a heavy sum to the Revenue for ad- 
mission, and a yearly sum to the Revenue for the privilege 
of exclusively exercising those functions? If not, where is the 
analogy? It would seem as though the writer in the Economist 





which he combats is based. It is clear that he cannot be aware 


that, by the compensation granted to the proctors on the abolition ion, | 
of their monopoly of a branch of legal business by the Divorg that the ext 
Act (section 64), the principle, the error of which appears to him review, but 


to be so ‘‘ patent,” received express legislative sanction. Perhaps, from the la 
when he has duly informed himself on these points, we may be 
favoured with an amended view on this question of vested in. 
terests also. 





THE DEC 

Tue Cover or Appgat, consisting of the Master of the Rolls section 43 
and Linvtey and Lorzs, L.JJ., have reversed the decision of the plication 0 
Lord Chief Justice and Manisry, J. (Pottock, B., diss ), by which section (1) 


a mandamus was directed to be issued to the Bishop of London either for 1 
requiring him to comply with the provisions of the Public contingent! 
Worship Regulation Act, 1874, in respect of a representation (2), the su 
made against the reredos in St. Paul’s Cathedral. The 9th section at compoul 
of the Act requires that where a representation is made to the benefit of 
bishop of the diocese, complaining of unlawful additions to the property fi 
fabric or ornaments of a cathedral church, he is to put the matter a continge 
in course for trial in one of certain specified ways, unless he is of come does 
opinion, after considering the whole circumstances of the case, that that the at 
proceedings should not taken ; in this event he is to state in who does | 
writing the reasons of his opinion, such statement is to be deposited of Lord C: 
in the registry of the diocese, and a copy of it transmitted to the present po 
complainants. The controversy in the present instance has turned favour, aD 
on the words “the whole circumstances of the case,” and on the income fui 
power of the High Court to review, upon an application for a is entitled 
mandamus, the bishop’s reasons. No appeal is given by the Act, the statu 
and, if they are subject to review at all, a writ of mandamus is whether : 
the only way of proceeding for that purpose. It will be remem- is already 
bered that Mr. Justice Manisty put a very narrow construction him noth 


upon the above words, confining them to minor matters, such as thing shc 
the complainants not being duly qualified, or the proceedings actually t 
being frivolous or vexatious. But where a point of law is raised, first sight 


which it may be wished to take for settlement to the final court tion arose 
of appeal, he thought the Act could not have been intended to Act. TI 
enable the bishop to check the parties in such pursuit of their legal fore, enti 
rights. Lord Cotermer, C.J., on the other hand, fastened rather to attain 





was not even remotely aware of the grounds on which the claim 


on the bishop’s reasons, regarding his reliance upon the decision owner cls 
in Phillpotts v. Boyd (L. R. 6 P. C. 435) to be s0 futile as to be as being | 
no reason at all. But, as we pointed out a short time back (ante, the claim 
p- 57), the words ‘circumstances of the case,” in opposition to statute. 

such an expression as ‘‘ facts of the case,” seem to indicate that and to a 
the bishop is to have a considerable latitude, and is entitled to not clear 
take account of any matters, although merely collateral, which instance, 
may reasonably be considered to bear upon the case. More- rejected 
over, if he assigns a reason which is at all capable of @% have in 

being a proper ground of decision, there is no jurisdiction ultimate 
on mandamus to consider whether it is a good or bad one. tion of » 
Upon these principles it appears that the Court of Appeal the rece 
have acted. It was not doubted that the bishop might take for, as F 
account of all matters really affecting the particular case, whether between 
directly or only collaterally ; and, moreover, that if it appeared from wh 
that he had really taken into consideration one or more important took the 
matters bearing upon it, the words “the whole circumstances ” did be defea 
not make it necessary for him to shew that he had considered each the Cor 
and every circumstance which might be thought to affect it, unless for any 
specially brought to his notice. To hold otherwise would be, section | 
indeed, to introduce enormous difficulties in the way of satisfying given b 
the section. As the Master of the Rolls said, the words are estates | 
enabling words, and their effect is to permit the bishop to take into or for li 
account such circumstances as he thinks sufficient ground for his to make 
decision. As to the reasons assigned by the bishop, all three sake of 
judges were very clear that, so long as they could in fairness be Justice 
called reasons, there was no jurisdiction in a court of law to review event, 
them. In particular, the decision in the Exeter case being 4 the me 
proper circumstance to be taken into consideration, it was quite surplus 
immaterial whether the bishop’s understanding of it and the accumt 
reason which he consequently gave, that the point in dispute had entitle 
already been substantially decided, was right or wrong. It was better 

seid, indeed, that the same principle applies, even though it be ultima: 
alleged that the bishop has made a misteke in a matter of fact—as ultima 
if, for instance, the supposed similarity of the reredos in the when 

present case with that at Exeter did not exist. If, however, a that t 
mistake of this kind had very clearly been made, it would not interet 
improbably be ground for impeaching the bishop’s good faith. it app! 
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—— 
the statute is so drawn as to leave any decision upon it open to 
discussion, and it would be well if it bad pointed out expressly 
that the exercise of the bishop’s discretion was not to be subject to 
review, but the result now arrived at seems to be a fair inference 


from the language employed. 





Tux peciston of Norra, J., in Re Wells, Wells v. Wells, which 
we report elsewhere, illustrates the difficulties which arise under 
section 48 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, referring te the ap- 
Jication of income for the maintenance of children. By sub- 
section (1) it applies where property is held in trust for an infant, 
either for life or for any greater interest, and whether absolutely or 
contingently on his attaining twenty-one. Then, by sub-section 
(2), the surplus, after allowing maintenance, is to be accumulated 
at compound interest, and the accumulations are to be held for the 
penefit of the person “‘ who witimately becomes entitled to the 
property from which the same arise.” Now, if the infant has only 
a contingent interest, and the contingency never happens, the in- 
come does not belong to him at all, and it is therefore right enough 
that the accumulations of it should go, like the corpus, to the person 
who does become entitled. In this case the statute, like section 26 
of Lord Cranwortn’s Act (23 & 24 Vict. c. 145), which, on the 
present point, isin the same words, gives him maintenance as a 
favour, and does not change the destination of either corpus or 
income further than is necessary for that purpose. But where he 
is entitled absolutely, either for life or for any greater interest, 
the statute gives him nothing, inasmuch as the whole income, 
whether immediately used, or whether suffered to accumulate, 
isalready his. While, however, the statute, in this case, gives 
him nothing, it has been contended that, where he has any- 
thing short of the whole interest, its effect, on the contrary, is 
actually to deprive him of what he would otherwise have, and at 
first sight the words seem to bear this interpretation. The ques- 
tion arose in Re Buckley’s Trusts (22 Ch. D. 583) on the former 
Act. There the infant had a present interest, and was, there- 
fore, entitled to the income, but there was a gift over on his failure 
to attain twenty-one. The gift over took effect, and the ultimate 
owner claimed the accumulations as arising from the property, and 
as being therefore held for his benefit. Fry, J., decided against 
the claim, but on the ground that the case was not within the 
statute. This, he said, clearly applied to a gift to A. absolutely, 
and to a gift to A. contingently on attaining twenty-one, but it was 
not clear that it applied to a gift to A., made absolutely in the first 
instance, but liable to subsequent defeasance. At any rate, he 
rejected such a construction on the ground of the effect it would 
have in taking away the infant’s income and giving it to the 
ultimate owner of the property. It must have been this considera- 
tion of which Mr. Justice Norra was thinking, when he said, in 
the recent case, that Re Buckley's Trusts was exactly in point, 
for, as regards the limitations, there are considerable differences 
between them. Thus, in Re Wells, so far as relates to the income 
from which the accumulations were held to have arisen, the infant 
took the immediate life interest, and one which was not liable to 
be defeated. It must be noted that sub-section 1 of section 43 of 
the Conveyancing Act contains the words “either for life or 
for any greater interest,” which were not in the corresponding 
section of Lord Cxanwortn’s Act; consequently, the list of estates 
given by Fry, J., is not sufficient, though bis dictum that absolute 
estates are included would seem to apply whether they are in fee 
or for life. And, if this is so, it is impossible, in the present case, 
to make use of the doubt he felt as to defeasible estates for the 
sake of avoiding the harsh operation of the statute. Probably Mr. 
Justice Norru felt the force of this, for he considered that, in any 
event, the infant was the person “‘ entitled to the pro ” within 
the meaning of the section, apparently on the ground that the 
surplus income might be regarded as the property from which the 
accumulations arose, and to this the infant was undoubtedly 
entitled. This, however, is a strained interpretation, and the 
better way might be to say that ultimately does not refer to the 
ultimate owner under the limitations, but to the person who is 
ultimately found to have been entitled to the property at the time 
when the accumulations arose. It may be suggested perhaps 


that the sub-section was drawn only with a view to contingent 
interests, and, if this is so, no amount of interpretation will make 


THE PATRIA POTESTAS AT COMMON LAW. 


Tue various recent statutes which have dealt with the custody of 


children have made considerable inroads upon the old common law 
rights of the father, and, in the future, proceedings under them 
will probably, in many instances, take the place of the writ of 
habeas corpus ; still, the recent prominence which has been given 


to the subject may make it worth while to show how restricted, so 


far as the father is concerned, has been the discretion which the 
judges have allowed themselves, and how they have shrank at 
common law from ever going so far as actually to deprive him of 
the custody of his child. 
The modern Jaw may be said to have begun with the cases of 
Rex y. Johnson (1724, 1 Str. 579) and Rew v. Smith (1732, 2 Str. 
982), but, though Lord Mansrrexp expressed his agreement with 
the results arrived at in each of them, he was not satisfied with the 
reasons given in the second. Both were discussed in Rex v. Delaval 
(1763, 3 Burr. 1434), and he there expressed his view of the duty 
of the court in the following words :—“ In cases of writs of habeas 
corpus, directed to private persons to bring up infants, the court is 
bound, ex debito justitie, to set the infant free from an improper 
restraint, but they are not bound to deliver them over to anybody, 
nor to give them any privilege. This must be left to their 
discretion according to the circumstances that appear before them.” 
Accordingly, he declined to deliver a girl of eighteen to her father, 
and directed that she should be discharged from all restraint, and 
be at liberty to go where she would. This, of course, is what 
would be done now, but Lord Mansrietp’s dictwm omits all refer- 
ence to the father’s authority, and probably it expressed the 
discretion of the court too widely. This view of its effect is 
corroborated by Blisset’s case (1774, Lofft. 748), where he is 
recognized to have gone too far in saying that, where the parties 
were disagreed, the court would do what was best for the child. 
He was, of course, clear that the court could, if it so chose, deliver 
the child to the father, and subsequent cases, which have 
restricted its discretion and have defined the rights of fathers and 
other legal guardians, shew that this is usually the right course 
to adopt. In the earlier case of = Hopkins (1732, 3 P. 
Wms. 152) Lord Chancellor Kixe already pointed out that 
one of the means for the recovery of a ward was by habeas corpus. 
There appears to be a distinction in the cases between those 
where the father already has possession of the child, and is defend- 
ing his possession, and those in which he is seeking to get the 
child into his custody. In the former class it does not seem that 
the court has any power to interfere, and it is immaterial by what 
means possession may have been gained. A case is mentioned by 
counsel in the argument in Strangeways v. Robinson (4 Taunt., at 
p. 506) where a mother tried by a writ of Aabeas corpus to prevent 
a child of seven from being carried to the West Indies by his 
father; but though he had obtained possession of it from a school, 
both by force and fraud, Lord Kenyon, C.J., held that, as he found 
it in the possession of the father, he must leave it there. So again 
in Mr. Lytton’s case (1781, cited in Rea v. De Manneville, 5 East. 
221) @ mother’s attempt was defeated, and Lord Mansriexp said 
that the court could not at any age take a child from the father. 
In Rex v. De Manneville (1804, supra) the father had by force 
and stratagem taken away from its mother a child at the breast ; 
nevertheless Lord Exiensoroven, C.J., held that, as he was 
entitled by law to the custody of the child, he must keep it. He 
qualified this, indeed, by saying that if the father abused his right 
to the detriment of the child, the court would protect it, but he did 
not say how this was to be done, and subsequent cases do not confirm 
the qualification. Thus in Ez parte Skinner (1824, 9 Moore, 278) the 
Court of Common Pleas, on the assumption that it had jurisdiction 
co-equal with that of the King’s Bench, distinguished this from that 
of the Court of Chancery as Parens Patria, and did not think they 
could interfere with the father at all. There the husband and wife had 
been separated on account of his cruelty to her, and the former, at 
the time of the application, was confined in gaol, and was cohabiting 
there with another woman, who took the child to him daily. 
Best, ©.J., said that no authority had been cited for taking the 
child out of such custody for the purpose of delivering it over to 
the mother, and Park, J., said that they had no power to interfere 
ona motion for a habeas corpus. In the case of Re Hakewiil 
(1852, 12 C, B. 228) Taxrourp, J., asked, in the course of the 





it apply in a satisfactory manner to absolute ones as well. 


argument (at p. 230), for the production of any sciatilla of 
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authority to shew that a court of law had authority to remove 
legitimate children from their father’s custody, and said he had 
never heard it suggested. There the father had apparently turned 
his wife snd five children out of his house into the street, and 
subsequently got the children into his possession by stratagem. 
Their ages ranged from two to eight years. Upon the mother’s 
application to have them delivered to her, the court was of opinion 
that it had no power to interfere with the father’s authority, and 
Jznvis, C.J., again drew attention to the distinction between the 
Court of Chancery and courts of law in this respect. 
But when the father is the applicant, the court exercises a 
wider discretion, and will not give the child to him if he is 
= unfit, or is actuated by improper motives. Thus, in Sir 
W. Murray’s case, quoted in Rex v. De Manneville (supra), where 
the father sought to obtain possession of a child five years old, 
Lord Kenyon, C.J., had no doubt that he was entitled to its 
custody, unless the court saw reason to believe that he intended to 
abuse his right by sacrificing the child. And in Ee parte 
M‘Clellan (1831, 1 Dow]. 81) it was said that the court would on 
habeas corpus remove a child from the custody of the mother to 
that of the father, nothing being shewn to prove this to be im- 
proper. The principle on which the court acts was stated very 
definitely by Lord Denman, C.J., in Rex v. Greenhill (1836, 4 
A. & E. 624). When a child is brought up on a habeas corpus, if 
he be of an age to exercise a choice, the court leaves him to elect 
where to go. But otherwiee, in order to avoid the temptations to 
which he would be exposed, it makes an order for him to be 
placed in the proper custody—namely, the custody of the father. 
Such right of the father, however, would not be acted upon 
where the enforcement of it would be attended with danger to 
the child, as where there is an apprehension of cruelty or of 
contamination by some exhibition of gross profligacy. In that 
case the mere fact that the father had formed an adulterous con- 
nection was held to be no forfeiture of his rights, he not having 
brought the adulteress into his house, or into contact with his 
children, and having no intention of doingso. The matter was 
somewhat elaborated by Corertmer, J., who said that the pre- 
sumption that the father’s custody was the legal one might be 
rebutted where it was shewn that cruelty or corruption was to be 
spprehended from him. This reasoning, however, is a little 
coubtfal, and applies rather to a consideration of proper than of 
legal custody. It is clear that the abrence of restraint, which the 
court looks for, is to be found first in the legal custody of the 
father, but, under certain circumstances, it will exercise the 
discretion which Lord Mansrretp attributed to it in Rex v. Delaval 
(supra), and decline to place the child with him. Thus there is a 
mixture of the two principles, one based on legal control, and the 
other on the discretion of the court to act in the interests of the 
child, and, as a result, the discretion can only be used where the 
legal control is strikingly opposed to those interests. 

Subsequent cases confirm, but do not materially add to, the prin- 
ciple thus established. An important judgment was given by Lord 
Campsett, C.J., in Reg. v. Clarke (1857, 7 E. & B. 186), where 
he put clearly the theory which makes this use of the writ of 
habeas corpus possible. A child is supposed, he said, to be unlaw- 
fally imprisoned when unlawfully detained from the custody of the 
guardian, and when delivered to him it is supposed to be at liberty ; 
be mentioned also that there was an admitted qualification on the 
right of the father, if he was grossly immoral, or if he wished to 
have the child for any unlawful purpose. And the matter was ex- 
pounded in Re Andrews (L. R. 8 Q. B. 153) and by Corror, L.J., in 
Agor-Ellis v. Lascelles (supra). It should be noticed that the 
ability of the child to exercise a choice is determined, not at all by 
mental capacity, but rolely by age (per Lord Campnett, C.J., iu 
Req. v. Clarke (supra); Ke Andrews (supra) ). In the case of 
giris this is sixteen: Keg. v. Howes (3 £1. & El. 332), and for 
boys, fourteen: Agar-Lilis v. Lascelles (supra). 

It used to be possible also to sue out a writ of habeas corpus in 
the Court of Chancery, and on such occasions the chancery judges 
profeesed to be guided by exactly the same considerations as a* 
common law (Jac. 254 n.); but their power being thus restricted, 
the procedure was diecoursged, and in Lyons v. Blenkin (Sac. 
245) Lord Expos directed a petition to be present d instead. The 
matter is important in considering the cffect of section 25, sub-sec- 
tion (10), of the Judicature Act, 1873, which provides that in 
questions relating to the custedy aud education of infants the rules 


—= 
of equity are to prevail. In Re Goldsworthy (2 Q. B. D. 75)j 
was thought that this enabled the speciel jurisdiction of the oj 
Court of Chancery to be now freely exercised on writs of habe 
corpus, and countenance is given to the idea by the judgment 
Linvtey, L.J., in Re Ethel Brown (18 Q. B. D., at p. 617), ip 
which the Master of the Rolls concurred; but the case presente 
special features, and can hardly be taken to overrule the y 
emphatic declaration to the contrary made by the latter judge iy 
Agar-Ellis v. Lascelles (supra), a declaration to which, apparently, 
the rest of the court consented. It was there pointed out that, 
such writs, courts of law and equity administered the law alike 
and that consequently there was no room for the application of tig 
sub-section. 

The result appears to be that procedure by habeas corpus jx 
operative in the case of girls up to sixteen and boys up to fourteg, 
years of age; that there is no authority for saying that the court 
can in any case take a child away from its father; but that it will 
give it into his custody on the ground that his is the legal contrdl, 
and that only while under that control can it be said, in point of 
law, to be under no improper restraint. Nevertheless, asthe use of 
the writ for this purpose depends on a mere legal supposition, » 
the court will exercise a discretion, and decline to give effect to the 
father’s rights where he is grossly unfit to have the child under his 
control. 








LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 
PROTECTION OF CHILDREN FROM CRUELTY. 


(PREVENTION OF CRUELTY TO, AND PROTECTION OF, CHILDREN 
Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c 44).) 


11.— The Custody of the Child.—We have already referred to sec- 
tion 4 of the Act, which provides for the temporary custody of a child 
immediately after an offence against it has been committed, but it 
may be well to notice an important distinction between the first 
and second parts of sub-section (1). The power conferred on a con- 
stable to arrest without warrant ea ry where any offence under the 
Act is committed within his view ; but the power to remove a child 
to a place of safety is restricted to cases where an offence is committed 
under section 1 or sub-section (a) of section 3—that is, it applies to 
cases of cruelty proper, and of sending out children to beg, under the 

retence of singing, &c., but not to cases of improper employment; 
But while it is limited in this respect, it is wider in another, for the 
constable acting under it is not required to have seen the offence 
committed. Obviously, it will be well for him to be very sure that 
any information upon which he relies is correct, for the power only 
arises when an offence has been committed, and the Act does not 
excuse him from liability if it should turn out after all that 


cruelty has been committed, but that, inasmuch as the perpetrator is 
under sixteen, or bas not the custody, control, or charge of the child, 
his conduct does not constitute an mo under the ante. bg 
section should, probably, have given the power in question to a 
constable who 2 poe. pol to believe that an offence has 
been committed, and that this is its real meaning ee pooner be 
gathered from the ision that the temporary custody terminate 
on the discharge of the alleged offender. ; ; 

The permanent custody of children is provided for by section 5, 
and this enormously extends the statutory infringements that have 
been made in recent years on the common law rights of parents and 
guerdians. It may be put into operation upon the happening of any 
one of three events: a person having the custody or control of a 
child—the word ‘“‘ charge” is here omitted, but it is difficult to see 
why—must have been (a) convicted of an offience against the child 
under section 1—that is, of the offence of cruelty ee of any 
offence involving bodily injury to the child, and punisbable with 
penal servitude ; or (b) committed for trial for any such offence ; or 
(c) bound over to keep the peace towards such child. Thereupon 
any person may intervene, and, without any specified formality, bring 
the child before a petty sessional court, as defined in the Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, 1879. This seems to assume that there will be no 
difficulty in getting hold of the child, but if there is, the power of 
search given by section 6 may be found useful. When the child is 
once before the court, it is only n for it to satisfy itself that 
the course proposed is expedient, and an order may then be made taking 
the child out of the custody of the offending person, and committing it 
to the charge of a relation or some other fit person who is willing to 
undertake the responsibility. This will last, in the case of a boy, till 
he is fourteen years of age; in the case of a girl till sixteen. The 
question of its maintenance is dealt with in the next sub-section, but 
an important proviso, which was inserted on the passage of the Bill 





this is not the case. It may well be, for instance, that an act of - 
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h Parliament, qualifies the effect of the present one. It con- 


ie apparently the case where some person other than the 

has the custody or control of a child, and then, of course, it 
js the natural province of the parent to interfere and prevent 
cmuelty. Consequently the section is not to apply unless the con- 
duct of the parent himself is in question. Thus no order for change 
ofcustody isto be made unless such parent is either under com- 
mittal for triai for the offence, or has been proved to have been party 
or privy to it, or has been bound over to keep the peace towards 
the child. It must be remembered that by the definition clause, 
section 17, the word ‘‘ parent’ includes ees and every person 
who is, by law, liable to maintain the child ; but even with this ex- 
tension the proviso may have some curious effects. Thus, if the father 
and mother of the child are dead, and there is no parent within the 
statutory definition, the proviso cannot be satisfied, and it appears 
that the section cannot operate in favour of the child at all. 

By sub-section (2) the person to whom the child is committed is 
to have full parental authority over it, and is to be responsible for 
its maintenance ; at the same time an order for contribution may be 
made on the parent of the child as though it were detained under 
the Industrial Schools Act. Having regard, however, to the fact 
that an order under the section may be made where the parent 
has merely been committed for trial, it is properly provided 
that no maiatenance order is to be made in such a case, and 
in the event of his acquittal any order for custody that may 
have been made is to be void except with regard to any- 
thing that has lawfully been done under it. With these pro- 
visions is mixed up a curious direction to the court as to the choice 
of the custodian, which is meant to avoid all chance of proselytizing. 
An endeavour must be made to ascertain the religious persuasion to 
which the child belongs, and then, if possible, a custodian of the same 

uasion is to be selected. So far no objection can be taken, but 
it is further provided that if the first custodian is not of the same per- 
suasion, then any person may apply to change the custody upon its 
appearing that a fit person of the proper persuasion is willing to 
undertake the charge. Apparently, then, if a Baptist child is placed 
atthe age of three with an Independent custodian and lives with 
him for several years, the court, nevertheless, has no discretion but 
to direct its removal to a Baptist whenever application is made and a 
suitable Baptist found. A provision more utterly regardless of the 
true interests of the child it would be difficult to imagine, and it 
may raise some very nice points as to what are different religious 
persuasions, 

By sub-section (3) one of the principal Secretaries of State may, in 
his discretion, discharge a child from the custody to which it has 
been committed, either absolutely or on condition, and may make rules 
in relation to children as regards whom custody orders are made, and 
also in relation to the duties towards them of the persons to whom 
they are committed. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 


This Rule may be cited as Rule 134. of the Bankruptcy Rules, 
186. 
If within one week of the making of any order of adjudication, 
order annulling adjudication, urder on application to approve a com- 
position or scheme, order annulling a composition or scheme, or order 
on Fe ag for discharge, such order has not been completed, it 
shall be the duty of the Registrar to and complete such order ; 
provided that if in any case the judge shall be of opinion that the 
provisions of this Rule ought not to 'y, he may so order; and 
provided also that where an order of di is granted condition- 
ally under Sub-section (6) of Section 28 of the Act, nothing in this 
Rule shall require the Registrar to prepare and complete the order 
until the bankrupt has given consent to judgment being entered 
against him in the prescribed form. 
This Rule may be cited as Rule 2414. of the Bankruptcy Rules, 
1886. 
General Rule 273 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, is hereby altered 
by revoking the sixth paragraph thereof. 
(Signed) 
I concur, 


M. E. Hicks BrEacu, 
President of the Board of Trade. 


Hatssury, C. 


12th of December 1889. 


— — 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
CHRISTMAS VACATION, 1889-90, 
Notice. 
There will be no sitting in Court in the Christmas Vacation. 
During the Vacation :—All applications which may require to be 
immediately or promptly heard are to be made to the Honourable 
Mr. Justice Denman, or the Honourable Baron Pollock. 

Mr. Justice Denman will act as Vacation Judge from Monday, 
December 23, till Tuesday, December 31, both days inclusive. His 
Lordship will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Friday, 
December 27, and on Tuesday, December 31. Oa other days, within 
the above period, applications in urgent Chancery matters may be 
made to His Lordship at his private residence, 8, Cranley Gardens, 
South Kensington, 8. W. 

Baron Pollock will act as Vacation Judge from Wednesday, January 
1, to Friday, January 10, both days inclusive. His Lordship will sit 
in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Friday, January 3, and 
Tuesday, January 7. On other days within the above period, appli- 
cations in urgent Chancery matters may be made to His Lordship at 
his private residence, The Croft, Putney. : 

In any case of ¢ urgency the Brief of Counsel may be sent to 
the Judge by Book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by Office 
Copies of the Affidavits in support of the application, and also by a 
Minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by Counsel, of the 
Order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and an envelope 
capable of receiving the Papers, and ad as follows:— 
“Chancery Official Letter : To the i in Vacation, Chancery 
Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.” 

On applications for Injunctions, in addition to the above, a Copy 
of the Writ, and a Certificate of Writ issued must also be sent. 

The Papers sent to the Judge will be returned to the i 





GENERAL RULE. (a) 


Whereas by a General Rule made under the Bankruptcy Act, 
1869, and dated 19th April, 1877, it was ordered that a qualifi 


officer of the London Bankruptcy Court should give attendance 
daily to administer Oaths in Bankruptcy from 10 until 2 o’clock at 
the office provided for the purpose by the Corporation of the City of 
London: and whereas it is expedient that the attendance of such 
officer for the purpose mentioned should now be discontinued. It is } 
therefore ordered that from and after the First Day of December now 
next ensuing, the attendance of the officer at the office vided as 
above stated for the purpoee of administering Oaths in heleater 
shall cease and be determined. 

Dated the 31st day of October 1889. 
Hatspury, OC, 
M. E. Hicks BEAcu. 





GeNERAL RuLES made by the Lorp CHANCELLOR, with the concur- 
rence of the President of the Board of Trade, pursuant to section 
127 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. 

In any appeal to a Divisional Court of the High Court of Justice 
from an order of a County Court in a bankruptcy matter, any order 
or direction incidental thereto, not involving the decision of the 
appeal, may be given by the Judge to whom Bankruptcy business 
shall for the time being be assigned or by the Judge exercising 
Bankruptcy jarisdiction in Chambers, but any such order or direction 
may be discharged or varied by tho said Divisional Court. 


(a) ‘The Lora Ohancellor has appointed the istrars aft the Lord M o1r’s 
Oourt and of the City of London Cars See for Oaths’ - 





to have been held by Lord Coleridge. 
indorsement required by ord. 6, r. 10, of the County Court Rules, 


The Chambers of Mr. Justice Chitty will be open on the 24th, 
27th, and 3lst of December,- 1889, and the Ist, 2nd, and 3rd of 
| January, 1890, from 11 to 2 o’clock. 


ed; Chancery Registrar's Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, Dec. 19. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
UNWRITTEN SIGNATURES, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In the case ef Reg. v. Fitzroy-Cowper (ante, p. 115) it appears 
ed = CJ., and Mathew, J., that the 


1889, of a solicitor’s name and address on a plaint must bein writing, 
and that if the “signature” of the solicitor be stamped, printed, or 
lithographed his costs of entering the plaint must be disallowed. 

As you have pointed out, others besides solicitors will be affected by 
this decision—for instance, overseers and revising barristers, whose 


signatures are frequently stamped on lists which they are required to 


sign. 

, to think that the case is not, or at any rate after a week 
or two will not be, 80 important as it now appears to be. The re- 
quirements of the rule in question, apart from the consequences of 
the breach of those requirements, have been, in some shape or form, in 
forve for many , and it has generally been thought sufficient to 
indoree the address of the solicitor, and sometimes name and 
address, by an india-rubber stamp or by using printed or lithographed 
forms. 
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Not to go back earlier than 1875, the history of the rule is as 

ows :— 

The County Court Rules of 1875, ord. 7,r. 4, provided that ‘‘ the 
solicitor of a plaintiff suing by « solicitor shall indorse on the par- 
ticulars his name or firm and p of business, and shall state there- 
on whether he will accept service of proceedings in the action or 
matter on behalf of the plaintiff.” 

The County Court Rules of 1886, ord. 6, r. 10, contain a similar pro- 
vision (except that ‘‘ where” appears instead of ‘‘ whether’’), but it 
has the additional words, then added for the first time, ‘‘ otherwise 
the costs of entering the plaint by the solicitor shall not be allowed.” 
' The County Court Rules of 1889, ord. 6, r, 10, re-enact the rule of 

886. 


The Interpretation Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 63), which comes into 
operation on the ist of January, 1890, by section 20 enacts as follows :— 
‘In this Act and in every other Act, whether passed before or after 
the commencement of this Act, expressions referring to writing shall, 
unless the contrary intention appears, be construed as including 
references to printing, lithography, photography, and other modes of 
representing or reproducing words in a visible form.” 

It may be mentioned in passing that similar provisions are found in 
other enactments—e.g., the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, by 
section 7 of which “‘ ‘ writing’ includes printed and ‘ written ’ includes 
printed,” and the Local Government Act, 1888, section 99 of which 
makes a similar provision, and adds that: ‘‘ for the purposes of this 
section the word ‘ printed’ includes any mechanical mode of repro- 
duction.” 

It would, therefore, appear that after the end of the present year the 
decision in Reg. v. Fitzroy-Cowper will be inoperative in consequence of 
the general enactment of section 20 of the Act of 1889, for, having re- 
gut the provision of section 164 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
giving force to the County Court Rules, Orders, and Forms framed by 
the county court judges appointed by the Lord Chancellor, it can 
hardly be contended that the provisions of section 20 of the Act of 
1889 will be inapplicable in construing them. 


36, Waterloo-street, Birmingham. SHOWELL ROGERS. 





SECTION 14 OF THE CONVEYANCING ACT, 1881. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Such a notice as your correspondent, Mr. Arnold, refers to 
(ante, p. 112) is by no means a rarity, although I do not recollect 
having given such a one myself. But what is Mr. Arnold’s objection 
toit? A landlord ascertains, by his surveyor, that the covenants in 
his lease have been broken. e@ surveyor prepares details of this, 
and then the landlord goes to his solicitor to prepare a proper notice. 
For this he has to pay, although it is owing to the lessee’s default. 
That is in fact the damage the landlord has sustained. Until 1881, 
had the landlord brought his action for forfeiture the tenant could 
not have obtained relief. The Act of that year specified the way 
in which a landlord was to proceed, and one of the things required 
of him is that he shall require the lessee to make compensation 
in money for the breach. 

It has been held that a notice without such a requirement is bad : 
see Jacques v. Harrison (12 Q. B. D. 136), in which Grove, J., and 
Huddleston, B., ado the view taken by Bacon, V.C., in North 
London Land Co. oo From a note in your paper for 1886, p. 
650, it seems that Justice Bowen, sitting at Nisi Prius, in a case 
of Greenfield y. Harrison, took the same view. The section and its 
requirements were intended as a relief to lessees, and it is surely 
better to get off a breach by the payment of 42s. than to have a 
forfeiture against which there is no relief. RICHARD BARTRAM. 

St. Stephen’s-chambers, Moorgate-street, London, E.C., Dec. 13. 

[Lord Justice Bowen, in the case referred to, is stated to have 
remarked that “no thought had been taken of the evil which might 
be done by the Act ”’—meaning section 14.—Ep. 8. J.] 





COUNTY COURT PROCEDURE, 
i [To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—I issued a judgment summons ina county court for service 
on s defendant living in London, the date of issuing on the summons 
was the 15th of July, and the date set down for ing the 22nd of 
October—namely, more than three months from date of issuing. The 
bailiff did not serve the summons, though the plaintiff affirms that 
defendant is still living there, and plaintiff poe easily serve defend- 
ant and now wishes to do 0. I now (9th of December) applied for 
another judgment summons to be issued /ree of charge as the last was 
not served, and am met with the reply, “ It is more than three months 
since date of issuing of last summons, and plaintiff must make fresh 
affidavits, &c.,and pay the fees over again,” which in this case are 


My application, you will notice, is within three months of date of 





hearing, and it was impossible to spply within three months of da 
of issuing, as no return was made of summons nof bein served, 
though several inquiries were made, till the 20th of October (two day, 
before date of hearing). 

Cannot something be done to remedy this ? T, W. 









THE CUSTODY OF PAPERS AT JUDGE'S] CHAMBERS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. 


Sir, Referring to the advertisement which I have sent you asking 
solicitors recently before Mr. Justice Field to look among their papey 
for an affidavit and exhibits which belong to me, I should be 
to call attention through your journal to the loose manner of dealing 
with papers at judge’s chambers. 

This, in my case, has led to the loss ({ hope not permanently) 9 
original evidence and valuable securities. ; 

In support of an ex parte application, I was obliged to lodge fq 
the consideration of the judge certain original documents, and afte 
due time am informed by the judge’s clerk that they have bem 
fetched away, be presumes by me. 

A voucher issued on leaving such documents, and to be presented 
before they can be got away, would prevent this. 

10, Pancras-lane, Queen Victoria-street, SIDNEY CHAPMAN, 

London, E.O., Dec. 16. 





COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—Mr. Braithwaite, in his manual ‘‘ On Oaths,” laid down the 
rule, “‘ A commissioner may not take an affidavit, &c., in any cause 
or matter in which he is concerned as solicitor, or where he is clerk 
to the solicitor for any of the parties.” 

Does this rule hold good, and, if so, would an affidavit be liable to 
rejection because it was sworn by the plaintiff (say) before the 
defendant’s solicitor ? According tosome quotations in your remarks 
of to-day (p. 106) the practice of taking affidavits in this way seems 
to be followed. 2. 2. 2 

December 14. 








We understand that on Wednesday the presentation to Mr. 
Skirrow, the late taxing master, of the portrait of himself by 
Professor Herkomer, which had been subscribed for by solicitors 
and personal friends, took place. There were present a large 
number of solicitors and many of the taxing masters, together with 
other personal friends of Mr. Skirrow, including Lord Wolseley and Mr. 
Bancroft, the actor. The President of the Incorporated Law Society, 
Mr. Grinham Keen, was also present. A few short speeches were 
made, and everything passed off very pleasantly. 

With regard to Lord Ooleridge’s remark in Reg. v. Marks and Others 
that under-sheriffs throughout England deliberately break the law in not 
summoning on petty — belonging to the class of special 
jurors, Mr. Gepp, Under-s of Essex, writes to the Times to say that 
*‘this statement comes as a surprise, as I had hitherto supposed that all 
the other under-sheriffs followed the same practice as ours—namely, to 
take care that a third of the panel consists of persons belonging to the 
class of s jurors. In view of Lord Coleridge’s remarks, I propose to 
bring this question to the notice of the Under-Sheriffs’ Association, of 
which I am hon seretary. Section 19 of the Juries Act, 1870, sub- 
section 2, provides that ‘no juror shall be exempted from serving as 4 
common juror by reason of his being on any special jurors’ list or being 
qualified to serve as a grand juror.’ This enactment, coupled with the 
provisions of section 11, should have altered the practice, section 11 
rendering it unnecessary for the sheriff to keep a special jury list, and he 
is prohibited from doing so by section 15.” 


Mr. Justice Stephen writes to the papers as follows :—Will you permit 
me to contradict through you a — which may alarm my friends, and 
whi wae Sen choviand & the i cnapiceonaiy =, co “ot 
London newspa; on lay, conspicuously ‘Mr. Justice 
8 8 Health ?” It was in these words—‘' Mr. Justice Stephen has 
suffered already from the ailment which has now come upon him,” No 
ailment has come upon me, I am, and for some years have been, in 
perfect health as far as I know. ‘“‘ But the seyrity of the nervous 
attack which now prostrates him is greater than at any previous time in 
his experience.’ I was never prostrated by any attack whatever. I 
never in my life experienced any nervous attack at all. I have ex- 
perience of newspaper attacks, but I cannot say that I was ever pros- 
trated by them or suffered under them. ‘‘ Ho is quite incapacitated from 
public work.”’ I have discharged every public duty I havo had to dis- 
charge since the summer of 1885, and I have not been absent since then 
from my work for a single day. In particular, I have since the 11th of 
November done all the work on this circuit from Reading to Stafford. 
“The gravest prevails as to his return to his judicial duties.” I 
have every reason to hope that I shall take my seat here [Stafford] to- 
morrow at 10.30. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 
MYERS ». CATIERSON—No. 2, 16th December. 


Fasement—LicutT—Imriiep Grant—Rariway Company—Sate or Surrivs 
Lanp—Onsstruction—InsuncrTION. 


This action was brought to restrain an obstruction of light, and a 
question arose as to the application of the doctrine of implied grant to a 
sale of surplus land by a railway company. In 1863 a railway company 
sold to the plaintiff a piece of land on the south-west side of the railway 
(being part of the surplus lands of the compan ), and upon this land the 
plaintiff built a house, where he resided. The windows of the house 
faced the railway, which at this place ran over a series of brick arches 
from which the plaintiff's house was distant about 8ft. The sale was 
carried out by a conveyance dated December 31, 1863, which contained a 
recital that the company required all the land other than that sold to the 
plaintiff for the purpose of constructing their railway. It contained no 
express grant of a right to light, but the plaintiff alleged that from 1863 
he had, in fact, enjoyed access of light to his windows through the open- 
ings ot two of the railway arches. In 1870 the defendant acquired from 
the railway company the fee simple of the land on each side of the two 
arches, and a lease for thirty years of the arches themselves. In Novem- 
ber, 1887, the defendant erected buildings on the north-east side of the 
railway, a short distance from the openings of the arches, and in December, 
1887, he blocked up with wooden hoardings the openings of the two arches 
on the side nearest the plaintiff's house. The plaintiff brought the action to 
restrain the defendant from obstructing the light through the arches. 
Kekewich, J., granted an injunction as to the hoarding, and directed an 
inquiry as tothe damages occasioned by the erection of the buildings. 
On the appeal it was argued that the recital in the conveyance of 1863 
that the land retained was required for the purposes of the railway was 
inconsistent with the notion ot an implied grant to the plaintiff of a right 
to light. The respondents waived their right to an inquiry as to damages, 
and were not called upon. 

Tue Court (Corron, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corron, L.J., said that the question was, whether there was any implied 
obligation on the part of the railway company not to obstruct the plaintiff's 
light. If the owner of two plots of land, on one of which a house was 
built, sold that plot with the house, there was an implied obligation on 
his part not to interfere with the access of light over the other plot to the 
plot which he sold, That was the law in the case of an o d- 
owner. But it was said that it could not be presumed that a railway 
company would contract to do =e which might interfere with the 
construction of their railway, and that here the whole of the unsold land 
was stated to be required for that purpose. It was clear that the implied 
contract entered into by the railway company must be subject to this 
limitation —that they were not to be prevented from doing whatever was 
necessary for the purposes of constructing their railway. It was argued 
that this really made the obligation dependent upon the will of the railway 
company, and that that was inconsistent with the idea of en implied 
grant. But that was not so. That which was necessary for the con- 
struction of the railway did not depend entirely upon the will of the 
railway company. His lordship was of opinion that the railway company, 
as owners of the land which they sold to the plaintiff entered into an 
implied obligation not to do anything on the land retained by them which 
would interfere with the plaintiff's reasonable enjoyment of the land sold 
to him, except what was necessary for the construction of the railway. 
Was the hoarding required for that purpose? Certainly not. The arches 
were leased, and the tenant had put up the hoarding for his own benefit. 
Even assuming that the hoarding was indirectly for the benefit of the rail- 
pe company, it was not put P for the purpose of constructing the 
railway. Bowzn and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Counssi, Neville, Q O., 
and Russell Roberts ; Warmington, QO., and Swinfen Eady. Soxicrrors, 
Saffery, Huntley, $ Son; Hicklin, Washington, § Pasmore. 


GRAY v. SMITH AND BENNITT—No. 2, 13th December. 


Partnersuip—Dissotut1on—Riext or Continurnc Partner To usk NAME 
or Retiring Partner—Inrerest In LAND—StTatvuts or Fravps, 8. 4. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. A question arose on 
the Statute of Frauds, and there was another question as to the right of a 
continuing partner in a firm to use the name of a retiring partner. In 
1885 Gray, Smith, and Bennitt entered into partnership as soap manu- 
facturers, The partnership assets consisted in part of certain leasehold pre- 
mises. In May, 1888, Smith retired on certain terms, and afterwards Bennitt 
signed the following document:—‘ Rockingham Soap Works, 31 May, 
1888.—Memorandum from Gray, Smith, & Bennitt. This is to record 
that, in consideration of William ha: f or his executors, paying H. O. 
Bennitt, or his assigns, the sum of £100 on the Ist of January, 1890, and 
the sum of £100 on every Ist of January for the nine succeeding ears, 
H. ©. Bennitt agrees to withdraw from the firm of Gray, th, & 
Bennilt.”” In this action Gray claimed specific performance of the —- 
ment, and a declaration that the partnorship was thereby dissolved 
Smith did not oppose the claim, Bennitt contended that his ageeunees 
was, not only to retire from the firm, but to sell his share of the leasehold 
property ; and that, this being an interest in land, there was no memo- 
randum of ment in writing such as to satisfy section 4 of the Statute 
of Frauds. Kekewich, J., held that section 4 of the Statute of Frauds 
applied, but that the document of the 3let of May was a sufficient 
memorandum He accordingly made a declaration that the partnership 





was dissolved, but he was of yak gerd omeeome would not be entitled 
to use Bennitt’s name as of the title of new firm. 

, Bowrn, and Fay, L JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Corton, L J., was of opinion that the t was within the Statute of 
Frauds. The document of the 3lst of May did not contain a full state- 
ment of all the terms which ought to be stated in writing. 
necessary that all the terms should be — 
was an executory agreement to be carried effect by a deed to be after- 
to Beusisl which worpm comnaiel pest of the 
to w was an 
agreement was carried into effect by a 
assignment of the leasehold to Gray, and an indemnity to 
There was an im n 


perty. 
any stipulation as to the time when the withdrawal was to take 
in the absence of any fixed time, the withdrawal was to take 
with—that is, within a reasonable time; and 
Bennitt’s agreement to withdraw from the firm 
continuing partner should be at pane 4 to 
rather contradicted that notion. Bowzn and Fry, 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re METROPOLITAN COAL CONSUMERS’ ASSOCIATION, WAINWRIGHT'S 
CASE—Kay, J., 16th December. 


Company—Prospectus—Mareriat MIsrePRESENTATION. 


Wainwright applied to have his name removed from the register of this 
association on the ground of material resentations in the " 
The association was formed on January 31, 1889, with a capital of 
£250,000 divided into 20,060 preference shares of £10 and 10,000 ordinary 
shares of £5. The prospectus gave the names of seventeen persons as the 
council of administration. The statement said to be inaccurate ran a3 
follows: ‘Extract from the articles of association.—There shall be a 
council of administration of not exceeding twenty-five members of the 
association, from whom shall be an executive and finance 
committee of not more than ten nor less than five of such members, which 
committee shall constitute the board and shall have and exercise all the 

wers commonly vested in directors. The members of the executive and 
Seas committee also receive remuneration for their services. ‘‘ Council of 
Administration.’’ Then followed the seventeen names. Mp plied 
for, and received, a letter of allotment of 25 preference and ealiveay 
shares on or after February 15. At that time the persons named as members 
of the council were not shareholders, nor had they been members 
in the manner prescribed by the article. The document —— to 
appoint selected members of the council was not signed before the 19th of 
February. One of the alleged members of the council was Lord Bra- 
bourne, who signed a consent to become a menber on the l4th of 
November, 1888, and such consent eee to a prin 


correspo rabourne applied on the 14th of February for 
pocteemnee andl 100 anttneny Gee Gey Jeena oe ee 

the council, but on the 19th formally his application and 
from the council. Rear-Admiral Mayne, another of the seventeen persons, 
consented to be a member of the council on the 26th of November, 18838, 
but he declined to take shares, and withdrew from membership 
pose ag 11th oi) ae, Sir Stuart Hogg, 
council, consen anuary, applied 
February, but withdrew his application on the 14th and 
concern on the 19th. Wainwright that he had 
take shares on seeing the names of the alleged members of the 

and among them the three above mentioned. It was argued that as these 
three persons had consented to become members of the council the state- 
ments in the prospectus were justifiable. 

Kay, J., after holding that the name must be eee, pees 
The argument as to consent could not excuse the statement if untrue. 
B. makes an untrue statement concerning A. which 
into a contract, it is no answer to OC. when he seeks to 
that the untrue statement was made with A.’s consent. 
to show that the alleged consent made the statement true. I do not agree 
with the ent. A statement that certain persons are members of the 
council, which involves their being shareholders also, is a different 
thing from a statement that who are not shaseholdon 
coumiated 60 tentnn pautine.ai te aun, a 
ought to have been stated in the prospectus.—Oo' : 
George White ; Sir E. Clarke, 8.G., Sir H. Davey, Q.C., and Henry Terrell. 
Soxicrrors, W. A. Colyer ; Claxton ¢ Hamitlion, 
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Re HUISH, BRADSHAW +. HUISH—Kay, J., 7th December. 


t | parentis) to secure payment to him of £1,000 within twelve months after 
administra 


her death if he should be then living on to Se eee, SOs - 
tors, or assigns if ho should be then dead leaving insue, with from 
the day of her death. By her will she gave him a estate, a legacy 


of £3,000, and certain pictures and other articles. By a codicil she 
directed that all her funeral expenses and lawful debts should be paid at 








128 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Dec, 21, 1889, 





TY 





Kay, J., said that there was no difference between a direction to pay 
debts and legacies and a direction to pay debts only. The direction to 
pay debts was sufficient to rebut the presumption that the debt of £1,000 
was satisfied by the legacy of £3,000, and the nephew was therefore 
entitled to receive both.—OCounsrL, Cann; Methold; Renshaw, Q.C., and 
Grosvenor Woods ; Marten, Q.C , and Butcher. Soxicrrors, Frith Needham 
for 7. Hamilton Urry, Ventnor; W. EF. Tyer ; Rowceliffes, Rawle, § Co. 


Re GILLETI’S TRUSTS—Chitty, J., 14th December. 


ApporntmEnt OF New Trustezs — Vesting Orper — Ooronzat Trust 
Company—Trustze Act, 1850, ss, 32, 34—Trustee Act, 1852, s. 9. 


In this case a petition was presented by the Trustees, Executors, and 
Agency Oo. of Melbourne, and by the widow and children of a deceased 
testator, praying that two solicitors, who were in co-partnership, and 
who were the English be yore of the company, might be appointed trus- 
tees of the testator’s real estate in England, and for a vesting order. It 
appeared that the testator, who was domiciled in the colony of Victoria, 
by his will gave all his property to trustees upon trust to sell and con- 
vert, and hold the proceeds upon usual trusts for his widow and children, 
but he directed that no sale of his real estate should be made without 
the consent of his widow. By Acts of the Legislature of Victoria the 
se was entitled to undertake executorships and trusts generally, 
and in particular administration in the room of persons named executors 
if authorized by them. The trustees had given the company the necessary 
authority, and had also disclaimed the trusts of the will. The agents 
proposed to be now appointed trustees had, as attorneys for the com- 
pany, got in and remitted to the company the testator’s personalty in 
England, amounting to some £20,000. The real estate in England was 
valued at £31,000. The testator’s property in Victoria was valued at 
some £60,000. The company undertook trusteeships at a fixed rate of 
24 per cent. In Victoriaa private trustee or executor is by law en- 
titled to remuneration at 5 per cent. 

Ouirry, J., after a careful examination of the affidavits of fitness, 
made the order.—Oounszt, Byrne, Q.0., and Sargant. Soxtcrrors, St. 
Barbe, Sladen, $ Wing. 


HOPKINSON v. MIERS—Chitty, J., 13th December. 


Oonvgyanctne Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), s. 25, sun-secTion 2— 
ForxcLosurnE—OnrDER FoR SALE. 


In this case the question arose whether the court would, under the 
foliowing circumstances, in the exercise of the discretion conferred upon it 
by the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 25, sub-section 2, direct a sale of mort- 
gaged property. The plaintiff, a first mortgagee for £9,000, on the 31st 
of October, 1881, obtained an ordinary foreclosure judgment nisi with 
liberty to any party to apply for asale. The defendants were a second 
en for £10,000, a third mortgagee for £35,000 (holding also other 

ity for the mortgage debt), and the mortgagor. An application by 
the second mortgagee for an immediate sale had been refused in chambers, 
and he now moved to discharge the order of refusal. The mortgagor's 
evidence was to the effect that the mortgaged property formed part of a 
family estate, and that he was anxious to save it, avd his solicitor deposed 
that he was satisfied that the mortgagor was solvent and as to the 
sufficiency of the security, and the applicant produced no evidence as to 
its insufficiency. The plaintiff offered to take an order for sale not to be 
enforced until the Ist of February, 1890. Union Bank v. Ingram (30 W. R. 
375, 20 Ch. D. 463) was referred to. 

Curry, J., after observing that there could be no question as to the 
jurisdiction of the court to make an order under the Act, said, however, 
that he declined to make an order. There was no evidence as to the in- 
sufficiency of the security, and behind the applicant’s mortgage was 
another for £35,000, and, moreover, there was direct evidence of the 
mortgagor’s solvency and expectation of paying off the mortgagees. He 
refused the motion with costs.—OounseL, Byrne, Q.C., and Pattullo ; 8. 
Moore ; Brinton. Soutcrtons, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray ; Ellis ¢ Ellis. 


Re EVANS, BEYNON v. EVANS—Ohitty, J., 14th December. 
R. 8. 0., LV., 13a—Pzt1t1on—Vestine OrpER. 


In this case, judgment having been obtained for administration of a 
deceased’s estate, and for the appointment of new trustees and a vesting 
order, it appeared in 1889, when the trustees were selling, that a small 
portion of the estate was not vested in the trustees. An application for a 
further vesting order, having been made in chambers, was refused by the 
chief clerk, on the ground that the application should have been, not by 
summons, but by petition. 

Currry, J., said that the order should have been made vpon summons. — 
Oovunsz1, Allen; Church. Soxicrrors, Thomas White ¢ Son. 


FAITHFULL v. WOODLEY—North, J., 14th December. 


Paactice—Morion ror JUDGMENT IN DEFAULT OF PngADING—FoRRCLOSURE 
Action —O.am ror Persona, JUDGMENT— ALLEGATION OF AMOUNT 
puB—ApMission—Form or Jupcment—R. 8. 0., XIX., 13; XXVII., 11; 
LV., 5 (A). 


A question arose in.this case as to the proper form of the personal 
jadgment against the mortgagor in a foreclosure action upon his covenant 
to pay the mortgage debt and interest. The plaintiff was an equitable 
mortgagee of leuseholds. The mortgagor (the sole defendant) had 
covenanted to pay the mortgage debt with interest, and, upon the request 
of the mortgagee, to execute a mortgage to him of certain lease- 
hold property, by way of underlease or of assignment of the residue of 


the original term, as security for the debt and interest, and that meanwhil, 
the property should be charged with the payment to the mortgagee of the 
mortgage debt and interest. No mortgage had been executed. The state. 
ment of clalm alleged that £175, with interest from a specified day, wag 
due to the plaintiff. The plaintiff claimed an account of what was due to 
him by virtue of his ey ; payment of the amount found due; 

in default of payment, to have his security enforced by foreclosure or sale, 
and an assignment of the property for the residue of the term, and pog. 
session thereof. The defendant did not enter an appearance to the writ, 
The plaintiff moved for judgment ia default of pleading. The defend. 
ant did not appear on the hearing of the motion. The plaintiff's counsel 
asked that, instead of an account being directed, the judgment might be 
in the alternative form approved by the Oourt of Appeal in Farrer v. Lacey, 
Hartland, § Co. (31 Ch. D. 42), as applicable to a case in which the amount 
due on the mortgagor’s personal covenant is admitted or proved at the 

trial—viz., judgment for the amount admitted or proved—-on the ground 

that, by rule 13 of order 19, the defendant, by not pleading, must be 
taken to have admitted the amount due to be that which the plaintiff 
alleged, and, therefore, an account was unnecessary. 

Norra, J., said that, as the defendant did not appear, the judgment 
could only be for the relief asked by the statement of claim. The plain. 
tiff might have asked, by his statement of claim, for judgment for the 
sum which he alleged to be due, but he had not done so. The defendant's 
admission by not pleading could only be treated as made for the purpose 
of the relief which was asked by the statement of claim. 

On the opening of the case, 

Norn, J., asked why the application had not been made by suumons, 

The plaintiff's counsel said that the reason was, that rule 5 A. of 
order 55 does not contain any provision that an order for conveyance 
of the legal estate in property subject to an equitable mortgage can ba 
made on summons. 

Noxrrtu, J., said that it was not necessary to decide whether there was 
jurisdiction to order a conveyance on summons, but he should give no 
special direction as to costs.—OounsgL, J. G. Wood. Soicrrors, Faithfull 
§ Owen. 


Re WELLS, WELLS v. WELLS—North, J., 7th December. 


InFANT—MAINTENANCE—ACCUMULATIONS OF Surpius Incomzs—Ricur 10 
AccumuLaTions—OonveyAncine Act, 1881, 8. 43. 


In this case a question arose as to the effect of section 43 of the Con- 
veyancing Act, 1881. Section 43 provides: ‘‘(1) Where any property is 
held by trustees in trust for an infant, either for life, or for any greater 
interest, and whether absolutely, or contingently on his attaining the age 
of twenty-one yeais, or on the occurrence of any event before his attain- 
ing that age, the trustees may, at their sole discretion, pay to the infant's 
parent or guardian, if any, or otherwise apply for or towards the infant's 
maintenance, education or benefit, the income of that property or any part 
thereof, whether there is any fund applicable to-the same purpose, or any 
person bound by law to provide for the infant’s maintenance or education, 
ornot. (2) The trustees shall accumulate all the residue of that income 
in the way of compound interest . and shall hold those ac- 
cumulations for the benefit of the persou who ultimately becomes entitled to the 
property from which the same arise.”” A testator by his will gave to his 
trustees a moiety of a sum of £2,600 and of a freehold house, upon trust, if 
and when R., au infant, should attain twenty-one, to pay the income arising 
from the moiety to her during her life, for her separate use without power 
of anticipation, and after her death the moiety was to be held in trust for 
her children, with remainders over. Provided that, if R. should be under 
age at the testator’s death, the trustees might, in their discretion, apply 
the whole, or such fart as they should think fit, of the income arising 
from the said moiety for her maintenance, education, and support, and 
such part of the income as might not be required for such purposes should 
be accumulated and invested so as to follow the corpus of the fund or 
premises from which it urose. And the testator devised and 
bequeathed the residue of his real and personal estate to his trustees, 
upon trust for sale and conversion, and to hold one sixth part of the 
proceeds upon trust to pay the income to the infant during her life 
for her separate use without power of anticipation, with remainder on 
trust for her children, with remainders over. ‘The testator died in March, 
1884; the infant attained twenty-one in May, 1859. In January, 1886, 
an order was made by North, J., in the matter of the infant, that £10U 
per annum should be allowed for the maintenance of the infant, and that 
the trustees of the will should, out of the funds subject to the trusts 
declared by the will in her favour, pay the £100 to her guardian. The 
trustees, in pursuance of this order, made the payments of £100 a year to 
the guardian out of the whole income, without distinguishing between 
that of the moiety of the £2,600 and the house, to which the infant was 
entitled a on her attaining twenty-one, and that of the share 
of residue to which she was absolutely entitled, and they accumulated the 
surplus income. They did not exercise any discretion as to which fund 
should be applied to the payment of the maintenange As a matter of fact 
the income urising from the moiety of the £2,600 and of the house was not 
sufficient to pay the £100 a year allowed for maintenance. The present 
originating summons was taken out by the trustees for the determivation 
of the question whether the infant was entitled to the accumulations of in- 
come during her minority, or whether they belonged to corpus, and how 
the payments for maintenance ought to be apportioned between the two 
funds. It was contended on behalf of the remaindermen that, by virtue 
of the words of section 43,—‘‘ shall hold the accumulations for the benefit 
of the person who ultimately becomes entitled to the property from which 
the same arises *’—the infant was not entitled to the accumulations of the 
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they formed part of the corpus, and must be held by the trartees acc rd- 
ingly- 

Noxtu, J., held that the allowance for maintenance must be treated as 
having been paid out of that income to which the infant was entitled con- 
tingently on her attaining twenty-one, and that she was absolutely 
pon 8) to the accumulations of the income of the share of the residue. 
He thought Re Buckley's Trusts (22 Oh. D. 583) was exactly in point. He 
was not satisfied that the word ‘‘ property” in sub-section 2 of section 43 
did not mean the income from which the accumulations had arisen. It 
was not necessary to say that ‘‘ property ’ meant “‘ capital’ exclusively ; 
pat, if necessary, he should hold that the infant was, as regarded the 
income of the share of residue, the person “entitled to the property’’ 
within the meaning of the section. And, as the trustees had not exercised 
any discretion as to the apportionment of the maintenance between the 
two funds, Lucas v. King (11 W. R. 818) was an authority that the court 
could now make the apportionment, and it ought to be made in the 
manner most for the benefit of the infant—i.e., by throwing the mainten- 
ance upon the fund to which she was only contingently entitled.—Counsg, 
James Rolt ; Colt; Marcy. Soutcrrors, R. B. Wheatley, Son, § Daniel. 


{In the 3rd edition of Hood and Ohallis on the Conveyancing Acts, in a 
note (p. 116) on sub-section 2 of section 43, it is said: ‘‘ When this section 
is relied upon in the case of an infant tenant for life, the accumulations 
will go, not to the infant himself, but to the person who ultimately becomes 
entitled to the property from which they arise.’’ And in the 5th edition of 
Wolstenholme and Turner’s Oonveyancing Acts, in a note (p. 95) on sub- 
section 2, it is said (referring to the decision in In re Buckley's Trusts) : 
‘“‘ This seems directly contrary to the wording of the section, which ex- 
pressly gives the accumulations to the person who ultimately becomes 
entitled to the capital, and puts the income of a contingent fund (where it 
produces income) and of a vested fund on the same footing.’’ | 


Re JODRELL, JODRELL v. SEALE—Stirling, J., 15th December. 


Wut — Construction — *‘ TRAnsMisstnte’’ —‘' ReLaTIONS HEREINBEFORE 
NAMED.’’ 


The will of the late Rev. Sir Edward Repps Jodrell, after a number of 
charitable and other gifts, contained the following clause (clause 37) :— 
‘* as to all the residue and remainder of my real and personal estate not 
hereby effectually disposed of, I direct the same to be equally divided 
among such of my relations hereinbefore named as, by virtue of the 
trusts and provisions hereinbefore contained, shall become entitled toa 
vested transmissible interest in any part of my property, and, as to such 
of them as are females, for their separate use respectively and without 
power of anticipation.”’ Questions having arisen as to the meaning of this 
clause, and particularly as to the meaning of the word “‘ transmissible ’’ 
and the expression ‘‘ my relations hereinbefore named,’’ a summons had 
been taken out for the purpose of obtaining the decision of the court upon 
them. This summons now came on for hearing. 


Sririine, J., said that the word ‘‘ transmissible ’’ meant ‘‘ capable of 
transmission after death.” No clearer illustration of the meaning of the 
word could be found than in Nannock v. Horton (7 Ves., at p 402), where 
Lord Eldon spoke of an annuity not being transmissible, but ceasing with 
the annuitant. With regard to the words “relations hereinbefore 
named,”’ his lordship said he must adopt that construction which would 
give to every word its accurate meaning. ‘‘ Relations’’ meant, strictly, 
*: legitimate relations,” and ‘‘named” (us stated by Kindersley, V.C., ia 
Re Holmes, 1 Drew. 321) meant ‘‘ mentioned nominatim, if not by all 
their names, by some at least, cither their Obristian or their surnames.”’ 
He must coustrue the clause in accordance with this view. It was argued 
on behalf of the relations strictly so-called of the testator that ‘‘ named ”’ 
was used in the sense of ‘‘ mentioned ’’ or ‘‘ referred to’’; but that would 
render the word inoperative, for the clause would then have precisely the 
same effect as if the words ‘‘ hereinbefore named ” had been omitted. It 
was also argued on behalf of persons who were not strictly relations, but 
had been recognized by the testator as such, that the words ‘‘herein- 
before named”’ pointed to such recognition ; but that would import into 
those words far more meaning than the testator intended them to bear, 
and would also render it necessary to extend the word ‘‘relations”’ 
beyond its strict and accurate meaning.—OounseL, Lyttelton Chubb; 
Kigby, Q.0., and 0. James; Sir Henry James, Q.0., Renshaw, Q.C., and 
Ingle Joyce; Phipson Beale, Q.0., and Trevelyan; Farwell; Graham 
Hastings, Q.0., and Swinfen Eady; Levett ; Sir Horace Davey, Q.O., and 
Rush'eigh; Fischer, QC., and Hadley. Sottcrrors, Satcheli ¢ Chapple ; 
Druces § Attlee; Lambert § Roskeli; Lowe § Co. ; Wadeson § Malleson ; 
Walker §& Whitfield. 





lligh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


REG. v. HALLIDAY—14th December. 


Crmiuat Law—Inriictine Grievous Boptry Harm ~THREATS PRODUCING 
TerRroR—INJURY SUFFERED IN ATTEMPT TO Escapr—24 & 25 Vicr. c, 100, 
s. 20. 


The prisoner was tried at the Durham Quarter Sessions upon an indict- 
ment charging him with unlawfully and maliciously inflicting grievous 
bodily harm upon his wife. He was convicted and sentenced to six 
months’ imprisonment with hard labour. The question for the considera- 
tion of the court was whether the prisoner was properly convicted upon 
the evidence, of which the following is a summary:—For a long period 

the occurrence which gave rise to this charge the prisoner had been 


in the habit of coming home intoxicated, and on euch occasions he 
frequently used threatening ize towaids his wife, but he hai not 
actually used violence to her. occasion he came home drunk and 
used insul language to his wife. On her attempting to go to her bed 
in an adjoining room he fastened the door and window and said, ‘‘I’)l 
make you so that you can’t go to bed.”” She went toa window, removed 
the fastening, and got partially outside; her daughter held her by one 
arm to prevent her falling ; the prisoner ordered the daughter to let go, 
which she did, and the prosecutrix fell into the street and broke her leg. 
The prisoner then stood at the window and jeered at her. The conten- 
tion on behalf of the prisoner was that the injuries to the prosecutsix were 
caused by herself, were not ‘‘inflicted’’ by the pr’soner withia the 
meaning of section 20 of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100. 


Lord OCo.zrines, O.J., said that the conviction ought io ba affirmed. 
The law had been fully laid down in the case of Reg. v. Martin (8Q B.D. 
54), where it was held that a man who had created a panic in a theatre or 
taken advantage of a c and obstructed the means of exit so that 
ple were injured in the crush was answerable for the consequences of 
act. In the present case the woman came to her injury by getting out 
of a window and falling ; that might have been an act done deliberately 
or voluntarily, and in that case the prisoner could not have been convicted 
of inflicting the injury. But the prisoner had threatened his wife more 
than once, and on this occasion had used words which amounted toa 
threat against her life; she rushed to the window and was being held 
there by her daughter, part of her body being outside. If the prisoner 
had struck the daughter with just sufficient violence to make her let go, 
could anyone doubt but that that would have been the same thing as if he 
had actually shoved her out. He did what had the same effect, he 
ordered her to let go. Ifa man created in the mind of another a sense of 
immediate danger, which caused that other to attempt to escape and he 
was injured in the attempt, the person creating that state of mind was 
responsible for the injury thus caused. Maruew, J., said that the 
prisoner, by his violence, had caused the woman to get out of the window, 
and in his opinion he was directly responsible for the injury consequent 
upon that act. Cave, Day, and A. L. Suir, JJ., concurred. Conviction 
affirmed.—Counsget, L. Walton and Simey. Souicrror, Newlands, New- 
castle. 


REG. v. THE JUSTICES OF BROMLEY—l1th December. 


Weicuts AnD Mrasunes—Postmasrer—Fatszs WeicHr:—JvuRisDICTION OF 
MacistraTEs—WEIGHTS AND Mgasurg; Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr c. 49), 
ss. 25, 59. 


Rule nisi calling on the justices of Bromley and the Inspector of 
Weights and Measures for the district to shew cause why a writ of pro- 
hibition should not issue to prohibit the justices from hearing and 
determining a certain information. On the 11th of November, 1889, an 
information was preferred by one James Davis, inspector of weights aud 
measures for the district of Bromley, Kent, against‘ Alfred Nicholls, who 
kept the post office at Down, Kent, for having on the 8th of November, 
1889, unlawfully in his possession for use for trade one scale which was false 
and unjust. From the affidavits used in the case it appeared that Mr. 
Nicholls was the master of the post office, and he also carried on, in the 
same shop in which the business of the post office was conducted, the busi- 
ness of a bakery, and by the Act 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 37, he was bound tosell 
bread by weight, and to have in his shop proper weights and scales for 
that p e. The inspector of ae visited the shop, and inspected 
the weights and scales used by Mr. Nicholls in his business, and found 
them correct. These weights were small weights used for weighing small 
things, and were Mr. Nicholls’ own . There were in the shop 
no other weights and scales suitable for weighing bread, except the post 
office weights. The business of the office was carried on at the same 
counter as that at which the bakery business was conducted, and the post 
office weights were on the counter used for weighing the bread, there 
being only the one counter. The tested some of the post office 
weights, and found two of them false bya smallamount. The postmaster 
said that he never used the post office weights for weighing bread, or in 
avy part of his business, other than the post office busmess, and both he 
and his wife in their affidavits stated the same thing, and that they did 
not know the weights were false. The weights in question were post 
office weights, supplied by the authorities, and belonged to the Crown. 
There was no suggestion that Mr. Nicholls knew these weights were in- 
accurate, or that they were used by him for the purposes of his trade. A 
summons was taken out against the postmaster, under section 25 of the 
Weights and Measures Act, 1878, for being in possession of unjust 
weights. Section 25 enacts that ‘‘ Every person who uses or has in his 
possession for use for trade, any weight, measure, scale, . . . or 
weighing-machine, which is false and unjast, shall be liable toa fine not 
exceeding £5’; and section 59 enacts that where any weight, &c., is 
found in possession of any person carrying on trade within the meaning of 
this Act, or on the premises of any person which are used for trade, such 
person shall be deemed, for the purposes of this Act, until the contrary is 
proved, to have such weight, &c., in his possession for use for trade. A 
rule for a prohibition was obtained. 


Tue Oourr (Lord Cotsriper, O.J., and Maraew, J.) held that, as it 
must be a condition precedent to the right of the justices to enter on 
the inquiry that the inquiry itself should be within the seope of their 
jurisdiction, and that in this case the inquiry was not within the scope of 
their juriediction, as the weights in question were the property of the 
Crown, and were not withia the scope or contemplation of the Act, and 
that the rule for a prohibition should be made absolute.—Oounsex, Sir 
R. E. Webster, A.G., and Casserley ; Poland, Q.0., and R. S. Wright. 

Bromley. 





N Soricrrors, The Solicitor of Inland Revenue ; Latter ¢ Witlett, 
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JONES v. MARSHALL—12th December. 


PawnRpRokER—UNREDERMED PLEDGE—SaLteE—Dsricir—Ricut To Recover 
FRoM PawNner—Pawneproxers Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 93). 


A novel point was raised in this case as to the right of a pawnbroker 
to recover from a pawner the balance of the loan where the sale of the 
unredeemed pledge has resulted in a deficicit. the defendant, by bis 
agent, had pawned with the plaintiff, a pawnbroker, a gold watch for £8, 
and had received in the usual way a pawnticket, with the ‘‘ special con- 
tract’ according to form 7 of the 3rd schedule to the Pawnbrokers Act, 
1872, printed on the back of it. The watch was not redeemed within the 
year and seven days, and was accordingly sold by auction (see section 19 
of the Act), and produced the sum of £5 53. The pawnbroker sued for 
the deficit, £2 15s., in the Liverpool County Court, and was nonsuited, on 
the ground that the special contract contained all the terms of the con- 
tract, and excluded the plaintiff’s common Jaw right to recover the 
amount of the Joan. On the other side it was argued that, the special 
contract being silent on this matter, the common law right remained, 
and was, besides, distinctly contemplated in section 22 of the Act. 

Lord Coxteriner, 0.J., held that the county court judge was wrong, 
and allowed the appeal. The contract was a contract of pledge, and the 
pledgee was clearly entitled to recover the balance of the amount he had 
lent if a sale of the property pledged did not suffice to satisfy the whole 
sum, unless there was anything in the Act to prevent his doing so. The 
contract must be read with the Act, but there was nothing in the Act 
or the schedule which excluded the plaintiff's common law right to re- 
cover his debt. Maruzw, J., concurred. Section 22, which dealt with 
the application of a surplus on the sale of one pledge to supply the de- 
ficiency on the sale of another pledge of the same pawner, was conclusive 
as to the right of the pawnbroker to recover the amount of the deficit. 
Appeal allowed.—Counset, Finlay, Q.0., and Bonsey; O’ Feely. Soutct- 
tors, Bremner § Son; Levy § Robinson. 


REG. v. GARNER—14th December. 
Crminat LAw—Evivence—Practice—Puttinc 1n Dgpositions. 


Case stated by the chairman of the Norfolk Quarter Sessions. The 
prisoner was indicted for entering land at night in pursuit of game. At 
the trial the prisoner’s mother was called as a witness on his behalf; she 
was cross-examined as to her depositions, and she admitted that she had 
told a different story when before the magistrates from that which she 
had then told in her examination in chief. During the chairman’s 
summing up one of the jurors said he would like to know the exact words 
which this witness had used before the magistrates, and asked to hear 
the depositions read. The prisoner’s counsel objected that the depositions 
had not been put in, and that for the chairman to read them would be a 
misreception of evidence. The chairman overruled the objection, and 
read the depositions. The prisoner was convicted. The questions for the 
consideration of this court were, whether the reading of the depositions 
under the circumstances above stated was a misreception of evidence, and 
whether, if that were held to be so, the conviction should be quashed. 

Lord Cotsrivcez, C J., said the evidence had been rightly received, and 
the conviction must be affirmed. It was clear that, if the witness contra- 
dicted her depositions, the cross-examining counsel, who, most probably, 
had those depositions in his hand, might have put them in for the purpose 
of refuting her evidence; the only question was, whether that must be 
done at that time, or whether the learned chairman might do it later in 
the case. In substance, it was done at the time. But, in his lordship’s 
opinion, at any time before verdict the presiding judge was the proper 
person to decide what evidence (within reasonable bounds) should be 
placed before the jury. It constantly happened, even during the summing 
up, that if the judge had misconceived a fact a witness was recalled, and 
a question put as to what he did or did not say. That was always pos- 
sible until the matter had passed out of the hands of the judge and the 
jury had given their verdict. The only objection that poll be made was 
that depositions which might have been put in at one place in the trial 
were put in at a later point at the request of a juror. That was the 
merest technicality, and ought not to be encouraged. It was not sug- 
gested that the prisoner’s counsel was prevented from re-examining the 
witness, and shewing, if possible. that the words in the depositions were 
not really different from the words then used. There was no substance in 
the objection to the reception of this evidence. Maruew, J., was of the 
same opinion. It appeared to him that the fact that the witness had con- 
tradicted her depositions was agreed to, and her original statement was 

Jy put in evidence then. The jury wanted to hear the actual 
words, and the learned chairman was quite right in letting them hear 
them. Cave, J., said it was his constant practice to allow a witness to be 
recalled at any stage of the trial, and what the learned chairman did was 
nothing more than that. Day and A. L. Surrx, JJ., were of the same 
opinion. Conviction affirmed. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 

UNITED LAW SOCIETY, 
Dec. 16.—Mr. Common in the chair.—Mr. H. W. Marcus moved— 
**(1) ‘that education in the public elementary schools should be free ; 
(2) That free breakfasts should be provided for children attending such 


schools whose parents are unable to supply them with food.” The 
motions were opposed by Mr. O. W. Williams, the other speakers being 





— 


Messrs. A. Gilbert, D. McMillan, G. D. Elliman, A. K. Commop, 
J. L. V. 8. Williams, W. 8S. Sherrington, and ©. Herbert Smith. My 
Marcus replied, and, on the motions being put separately, a great: deal of 
cross-voting took place; but in the end both resolutions were carried by g 
majority of two. The House then adjourned until January. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
RESULTS OF THE FINAL HONOURS EXAMINATION, 


From the classified list published last Friday it appears that out of 
eighty-nine candidates who gave notice only twenty were successful, of 
whom only one was placed in the first class. The second and third 
classes, which are placed in alphabetical order, consist of five and 
fourteen candidates respectively ; a goodly number of graduates appear 
in the third class, but the first and second classes are marked by their 
absence. : 

Mr. Ernest -Ivens Warson, the first and only prizeman, was 
articled to Mr. James Heygate, of Wellingborough. Educated at 
Tettenhall College, near Wolverhampton, he passed while there the 
Junior Cambridge Local with first class, and the Senior with second class 
honours, and matriculated at London University thirty-sixth in honours, 
Since his stay with Messrs. Nicholson, Graham, & Graham, Mr. Watson 
passed the Intermediate LL.B. (London), and obtained the exhibition. 
Articles having expired in June, he devoted his time to reading for the 
Final, in which he has so distinguished himself. He did not attend any 
law lectures, nor was he ‘‘ coached’’ in any way for the examination. 


THE BAR GENERAL EXAMINATION, 


The questions set at the Hilary Examination in Real and Personal Pro- 
perty are given below, with references to pages of the text-books where 
the appropriate answers can be found. 

1. Describe the nature and incidents of the right of escheat. (Williams’ 
Real Property, 16th ed., p. 150, &c.). How has it been affected by recent 
legislation? (Goodeve’s Realty, p. 372.) 

2. Mention the various cases in which an estate in lands may be made to 
vest by virtue of a statute or statutory authority. (Edwards’ Compen- 
dium, pp. 374—377; and see also Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 34 (1), & ). 

3. Explain and comment on: curtesy of England (Goodeve’s Realty, p. 
133) ; base fee (Goodeve’s Real Property, p. 87); innocent conveyance 
Ned aggend Real Property, 16th ed., p. 234); equitable waste (Goodeve’s 
Realty, p. 53). 

4. What powers of leasing has a copyholder, and how do leases 
granted by him operate? (Williams’ Real Property, p. 406.) How have 
such powers been extended by the Settled Land Act? (Williams’ Realty, 
p. 407 n.) 

5. Mention any peculiarities of the law relating to tithes and tithe rent- 
charge. (Williams’ Realty, pp. 389—391 ) 

6. Explain the operation of the power of sale and exchange formerly 
usually, and now sometimes, inserted in settlements of real estate. (Good- 
eve’s Real Property, pp. 302, 303.) Is it necessary to restrict the duration 
of its operation in consequence of any rule of law? Give reasons for your 
answer. (Farwell on Powers, p. 87 ) 

7. In what different ways may personal chattels be made the subject of 
charge or security? (Williams’ Personal Property, pp. 38, 39, 67, 166.) 
Mention the different kinds of bailment and the liability of the bailee in 
respect of each. (Broom’s Common Law, pp. 838—843 ) 

8. Enumerate the clauses formerly inserted in conveyances and mort- 
gages of real ertate which may now be diepensed with in reliance on the 
provisions of the Oonveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881. (See 
sections 63 (6) (7), and sections 19, 20, 23, 24.) 

9. What is meant by the expression ‘‘ satisfied term’’? (Goodeve’s 
Realty, p. 169.) In what different ways can it be made to cease? (Good- 
eve, pp. 169, 170.) . 

10. State briefly the different cases in which, and as against whom 
respectively, voluntary settlements of (a) real, (2) personal, estate may 
become void. (Goodeve’s Real Property, pp. 111, 112, &c.) 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours Examination. 
November, 1889. 

At the examination for Honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary distinc- 
tion :— 

Finest Oxass. 

Ernest Ivens Watson, whe served his cleskship with Mr. James 
Heygate, of Wellingborough ; and Mesers. Nicholson, Graham, & Graham, 
of London. 

Szconp Oxass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Walter Barrow, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur Godlee, of 
the firm of Messrs. Wragge, Evans, Holliday, & Godlee, of Birmingham ; 
and Messrs. Mackrell, Martin, & Godlee, of London. 

Edward Henry Bone, who served his clerkship with Mr. Nicholes 
amie of Fareham and Gosport; and Mr. Alfred Harry Ewer, of 

mdon. 

Sydney James Ellis, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert Thomas 


| Wragg, of London. 
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Frederick Herbert King, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edmund 
George Harrison, of the of Messrs. Harrison & Powell, of London. 
George Alexander Macdonald, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred 
Pointon, of Birmingham; and Messrs. Robinson, Preston, & Stow, of 


London. 
Turep Oxass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Thomas William Seager Berry, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William Onsiow Times, of Hitchin. 

William Henry Vipond Bythway, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Henry ~ aie of the firm of Messrs. Bythway & Greenway, of 
Ponty pool. 

Sai Owen Olutton, LL B., who served his clerkship with Mesers. 
Field, Roscoe, & Co., of London. 

John Edgar Duffit, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick Tucker 
Aston, of London. 

Montague Fordham, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. Ryland 
& Oo., of Birmingham ; and Messrs. Sharp & Co., of London. 

Lansdown Harding, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard 
—_ Miller Daw, of Exeter; and Messrs. Coode, Kingdon, & Cotton, of 
London. 

Reginald Hippisley, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Cochrane, 
Messrs. Veale & Co., and Mr. Thomas Dix Sibly, of Bristol. 

John Lee Hirst, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Simpson Hannam, of Leeds, of the firm of Messrs. North & Sons, of 
Leeds ; and Messrs. Vincent & Vincent, of London. 

William Henry King, who served his clerkship with Mr. Matthew 
Alexander Fitter, of Birmingham. 

een John Mote, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph Mote, of 
London. 

Henry Ward Prebble, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick 
Blasson Carritt, of London. 

William James Lewis Richardson, who served his clerkship with- Messrs. 
— & Evans, of Cardigan; and Messrs. Peacock & Goddard, of 
London. 

Edward Williams, who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter Herbert 
am of Pontypridd ; and Messrs. Tsaac Harris, Wrentmore. & Son, of 

ndon. 

Edward Dudley Lea Wilmot, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Joseph Fraser, of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Watson—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas ; and the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 25 guineas. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Kighty-nine candidates gave notice for the examination. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Dszatrne Socrety.—Dec. 3.—Mr. Douglas in the chair. 
—The debate—‘‘That the Septennial Act ought to be repealed, in order 
to further limit the duration of Parliament ’’—was opened by Mr. Prest 
White in the affirmative. He was supported by Messrs. A. M. White, 
Herbert Smith, and Blagg; and opposed by Meesrs. Daniel, Watson, 
Wheeler, Woodhouse, and Roberts. Mr. Prest White having replied, the 
question, on being put to the society, was lost. 


Dec. 10.—Mr. J. O. Wheeler in the chair.—The debate —‘‘ That, having 
regard to the decision of the House of Lords in Peek v. Derry, legislation 
altering the law with regard to the liability of directors is urgently 
needed ’’—was opened by Mr. Rupert Blagden. He was supported by 
Messrs. T. Douglas, Woodhouse, Windsor, and Savory ; and opposed by 
Mesers. Blyth, Fuller, and Foden-Pattinson. Mr. Blagden replied, and 
the motion, on being put to the society, was carried. 








COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS. 


Tue following statement has been issued by the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society :— 

Numerous and urgent communications have been received by the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society from commissioners in London 
and various parts of the country, in which an expression of opinion from 
the council is asked as to what are the precise duties of commissioners to 
administer oaths on taking affidavits. It has been represented by the 
commissioners that they find themselves in considerable. difficulty by 
reagon of the reported oditer dictum of one of the judges of the Supreme 
Court in a recent case, in which his lordship, atter observing that the 
affidavits before him were not read over in the commissioner's presence, 
and that he took no means to ascertain whether he knew to what the 
deponents were swearing, said it was the duty of a commissioner before 
he admivisters an oath to satisfy himself that the witness thoroughly 
understands to what he is going to swear, and that the commissioner 
should not be satisfied by anyone but the witness himself. This expression 
of opinion on the part of the Jearned judge has taken the profession very 
much by surprise. In the view of the council (subject to the exception 
contained in a rule of court which will be referred to presently), ali that a 
commissioner is required to do is to see that the deponent is apparently 
competent to depose to the affidavit, and that he knows that he is about 
to be sworn by tne commissioner as to the truth of the statements it con- 
tains, and that the exhibits (if any) are the documents referred to. The 


council think that the entire responsibility for the contents of the affidavit 
rests with the deponent and the solicitor who prepares it. It is obvious 
that it would be impossible for the commissioner to determine whether 
the deponent understood every statement made in the affidavit, unless he 
himself had read it to the deponent, and had himself mastered the facts of 
the case. Such a course would, in the opinion of the council, be 
impracticable and ond what consider to be the duties of the 
commissioner. In i by offi 


missions, no such course as that now suggested has ever 
It may be stated in general terms that what is required of the 
administering the oath is to ascertain that the deponent is actually 
presence, by inquiring whether the signature to 

the name of the deponent, and is in his own handwriting; and if the 
answers are in the affirmative, the oath is administered in the showing 
form (Braithwaite’s Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, 
edition, 1881, p. 58, No. 5):—‘*You do swear that the contents of this 
your affidavit are true. So help you God.’’ The only exception of which 
the council are aware to this form of taking the oath is that 1 by 
ord. 38, r. 13, of the Rules of the Supreme Oourt, 1883, ich applies 
solely to the case of blind or illiterate deponents, It appears to the 
council that if it were a as explained by the learned judge, to 
see in every case that the deponent understood the contents of his 
affidavit, there would have been no necessity whatever for the rule in 
question. The persons authorized to admimster oaths to be used in the 
Supreme Court are those who have received commissions since the passing 
of the Judicature Act, 1873, and such as were previously to that 
date entitled to administer oaths. Before the year 1853, oaths in London 
were administered by ad gy and by certain officials of the court and 
other official persons, in the country by masters extraordinary in 
chancery ; and after 1853 also by London commissioners, who were then 
appointed, and the form in which the oath was taken was the same as 
that which now obtains. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Hveu Jonzs, solicitor (of the firm of Jones & Thomas), of Oar- 
narvon, died on the 19th ult., after a short illness, at the age of seventy- 
nine. Mr. Jones was admitted a solicitor in 1847, having served his 
articles with the late Mr. Lloyd Roberts, of Carnarvon, with whom he 
was for several years in partnership. More recently he was associated 
with his nephew, Mr. Lewis Rees Thomas, who is clerk to the county 
magistrates at Carnarvon, and deputy-coroner for the Northern District 
of Carnarvonshire. Mr. Jones was a perpetual:commissioner for Car- 
narvonshire. He had filled the office of mayor of Carnarvon. He was 
also for many years an alderman, and a member of the Carnarvon Har- 
bour Trust. He leaves a widow and two daughters. 


Mr. Antrner Weston, solicitor (of the firm of Weston & Barnes), of 
Brackley, died on the 14th inst. Mr. Weston was admitted a solicitor 
in 1854, and he had since conducted a large practice at Brackley. He 
was in partnership with Mr. Charles Boorn Barnes, who is clerk to the 
magistrates and Commissioners of Taxes for the Hundred of King’s 
Sutton. Mr. Weston was himself clerk to the magistrates and Oom- 
missioners of Taxes for the Hundred of Chipping Warden, and he was 
also a perpetual commissioner for Northamptonshire. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Epwarp Lovexttw O'Mattey, Attorney-General of Hong Kong, has 
been appoiuted Chief Justice of the Straits Settlements, on the resigna- 
tion of Sir Theodore Thomas Ford. Chief Justice U’Malley is the eldest 
son of the late Mr. Peter Frederick O’ Malley, Q.C., and was educated at 
Trinity College, Cambridge, where he —— as a senior optime in 
1864. He was called to the bar at the dle Temple in Hilary Term, 
1866, and he was a member of the Norfolk Circuit. He was for a short 
time a revising barrister, and he is author (with Mr. Henry Hardcastle) of 
a series of election reports. He was Attorney-General of Jamaica from 
1876 till 1879, when he was appointed Attorney-General of Hong Kong. 


Mr. Cxartes Gzorce Waxrou, barrister, has been a) 
General of the Leeward Islands, in 

Tyser, resigned. Mr. Walpole is the only son of Mr. Charles Walpole, of 
Cobham, Surrey, and was educated at College, . He 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Term, 1873, and he 
formerly practised on the South-Eastern Circuit. presiden: 
of the District Court of Larnaca, Cyprus, since 1882. 


Mr. Watrer Witi1am Bronte, solicitor, of Lianelly and Ammanford, 
has been appointed Solicitor to the Amman Valley Starr-Bowkett Building 
Society. Mr. Brodie was admitted a solicitor in 1885. 


Mr. Francis Haney Psppsrr, solicitor, of Birmingham and 
has been appointed Clerk to the Yardley School Board. Mr. Pepper was 
admitted a solicitor in 1886, 


Mr. Oppen Frepsrtrox Reap, solicitor, of Thetford, Mildenhall, 
Brandon, and Feltwell, has been appointed Olerk to the Barton Mills 
School Board. Mr. Read was admitted a solicitor in 1870. He is also 

istrar of the Mildenhall County Court, and clerk to the Mildenhall 

ool Board, the Thetford Borough Magistrates, and the Mildenhall 
Tax Oommiesioners. 





Mr. Sypvzy Taytor, solicitor, of Buxton, has been appointed Deputy- 
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Coroner for the High Peak Hundred of Derbyshire. Mr. Taylor was 
admitted a solicitor in 1886. 

Mr. Ronext Prarson, solicitor, of Malton and Helmsley, has been 
appointed Registrar of the Helmsley County Court (Circuit No. 15), in 
succession to the late Mr. William Simpson. Mr. Pearson was admitted 
a solicitor in 1883. 

Mr. Wiit1am Tomurnson Pace, solicitor (of the firm of Page & Scorer), 
of 9, New-inn, and of Lincoln and Market Rasen, has been appointed 
Under-Sheriff of the City of Liacoln for the ensuing year. Mr. P-ge was 
admitted a solicitor in 1870. 

Mr. Sreruen Ronan, QO., has been appointed Senior Prosecuting 
Counsel to the Post Office on the Munster Circuit in succession to Mr. 
John Atkinson, Q.0., who has been appointed Solicitor-General for 
Ireland. Mr. Ronan was called to the bar at Dublin in 1870, and he was 
appointed a Queen’s Counsel a few months ago. 

Mr. Gzoncr Katty, barrister, has b2en appointed Junior Prosecuting 
Crown Counsel for the county of Sligo. Mr. Kelly was callad to the 
bar at Dublin in 1871. He is a member of the Connaught Circuit. 

Mr. Wit11am Herpert Greaves, Solicitor-General for Barbadoes, has 
heen appointed a Queen’s Counsel for that Island. Mr. Greaves is the 
second son of Mr. Michael Thomas Greaves, He was educated at St. 
Edmund’s Hall, Oxford, and he was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in June, 1880. 

Mr. Wenstzr Burcusr, solicitor, of 13, Bouverie-street, has bern 
appointed a Commissioner for ing Witnesses and taking Affi- 
davits and Acknowledgments of Married Women in the High Court of 
Judicature of the North-West Provinces of India. 

Mr. Henry Govupy, advocate, has been appointed Professor of Civil 
Law in the University of Edinburgh, in succession to the late Mr, James 
Muirhead. Mr. Goudy was admitted a member of the Faculty of Advo- 
cates in Scotland in 1872. 


Mr. Ricnarp Macxenziz Mercer, solicitor, of Canterbury, has been 
appointed Solicitor to the Canterbury Mutual Building Society, on the 
mation of Mr. Stringer Oldman Hilton. Mr. Mercer was admitted 

a solicitor in 1878. He is coroner for the Canterbury Division of Kent. 


Mr. Cuantes Francis Saunpers, solicitor, of Crewkerne and South 
Petherton, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


——_—_ 


GENERAL. 


The Daily Telegraph says that, on Sir Arthur Blomfield exhibiting a 
rough draft of his ground-plan for the new Church House at a meeting 
of the council of the body which has charge of that institution, it was 
exp'ained by the Lord Chancellor that if wines were to be sold in the 
** light refreshment ” room, the licence would have to be taken out in 
the archbishop’s name. To this arrangement the archbishop offered 
emphatic disapproval, and was not even reconciled to it by an assurance 
from the Lord Chancellor that he himself was a licensed victualler, the 
refreshment licence for the Law Oourts being in his name. 

Under the head ‘‘ How Business is done at the Law Courts,” Mr. G. H. 
Davis writes to the Times :—I have been reading with interest the corres- 
pondence in your paper relative to Mr. Justice Kay’s remarks as to the 
mode of administering oaths to deponents of affidavits by commissioners. 
I have also at times been amused by reading the remarks made by the 
same judge with reference to the manner of the conduct of solicitors’ 
business and their costs. I should like, therefore, now that the matter 
above-mentioned is before the public, to call attention to the following 
facts :—On the 30th of November, 1888, 1 issued an originating summons 
which was referred to Mr. Justice Kay’s chambers. Many attendances 
took place before the chief clerk, and ul:imately an order was made on the 
30th of May, 1889. The draft of this order was obtained after many 
applications by my clerk on the 17th of June, 1889. This draft, which 
had taken so long tc prepare, is nine folios in length. An appointment 
was on that day given to settle the draft on the 25th of June, 1889. My 
clerk attended the appointment, but the order was not settled, because 
the papers had been mislaid in the judge’s chambers. After reveral 
on the Ath of July, 1889, and was passed ahd tigned by the chiet 

iy, » War i the chief 
on the 11th of July, 1889. Although the eddie oes fally aware, 
reason of the evidence and the nature of the case, that the matter was 
the extreme, and that the order was merely ordinary in form 
means a difficult one to draw, it took about six weeks to put it 
form in which it could be acted u I avoid giving the name 
the case for obvious reasons, but the reference number is 1888, P. No. 
906. I may mention that I hear that this is by no means a singular 


tl 


EE 
7 


~ 2 
-_ 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Kors OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 

APPEAL 


Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No, 2. Kay. Curry. 
Monday, Dec. ... ....... 23 Mr. Jackson Mr, Leach Mr. Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norru. STIRLING. KEKEWICH, 
Monday, Dec. ............2% Mr. Ward Mr. Farmer Mr. Godfrey 


The Christmas Vacation will on Tuesday, the 24th day of December 
169, and terminate on Monday, the 6th day of January, 1880, beth Gaps inclusive, 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRimpay, Dec. 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

AUTOMATIC TRADING Co, Liu1TEp—Denman. J, has, by an order dated Oct 10, 
appciated thomas Kenuedy, 11, Old Jewry chmbra, to be offi ial liquidator 

BRITI:~ AND NEW ZesaLAND MorTGAGE AND AGkNCY CO, LIMITED—Peta for 
winding up, presented Dec 10, direc'ed to be head before Caitty, J, on Satur. 
day, Dec 21 Whitehead, Fieet st, solor for petner 

JENNER & KNEWSTUB, LIMITED —North, J, has fixed Saturday, Dec 21, at 1, at 
his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
LEwWIs MILLS , LIMITED—Oreditors are required, on or before Jan 15, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Frederick Whinney, 8, Old Je Wednesday, Jan 29, at 12, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

PaTENT WARP POLISHING Co, LimITED - Petn for winding up, presented Dec 11, 
directed to be heard before Stirling, J, on Saturday, Dec 21 Rhodes & Co, 
Chancery lane, agents tor Rhodes & Evans, Halifax, petner’s solors | 

THE IpaHO GOLD AND SILVER MinEs, LimiTrep—C tors are required, on or 
before Dec 23, te send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to James Thorne, 85, Gracechurch st 

THE SowERBY BriwGE TEA, CorFEE, Cocoa, AND KEFRESHMENT HovusE Co, 
LmaTep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 30, to send their names and 
addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr Alfred Briggs, 


Sowerby Bridge 
WILLIs’s Rooms. Lior 
heard before Chitty, J, on Saturday, Dec 21 


solors for petners 
COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 





ED—Petn for winding up. presented Dec 6, directed to be 
Kash & Co, Queen st, Cheapside, 


IN CHANCERY. 

CLITHEROE JUBILEE Mrz Co, Luurrep—Petn for pg up, presented Dec 12, 
directed to be heard before Francis Willis Taylor on Monday, Dec 23, at the 
Chancery Office, 9, Cook st, Liverpool, at 11 Radcliffe, Blackburn, solors for 
petners 

InpIGo DYEING AND PrintTiIna Co, Lmumrep—By an order made by the Vice- 
Chancellor, dated Nov 22, it was ordered that the company be wound up 
Sykes, Manchester, solor for petner 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. : 
Socrgzty, Holy Trinity Uhurch Schools, Blackburn Dec7 


London Gazette.—TuEsDAY, Dec. 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

CHAMPION FIRELIGHTER SYNDICATE, Lim1TED—North, J, has, by an order dat2d 
Dec 2, appointed William Roger Caldwell Moore, 136 and 137, Palmerston bldgs, 
to be official liquidator 

INTERNATIONAL CABLE Co, Luwirep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 16, 
directed to be heard before Stirling, J, on Saturday, Jan 18 Wilkins & Co, 
Gresham House, Old Broad st, solors for petner 

JOHANNESBURG Horet Co, Lrurrep —By an order made by Chitty, J, dated Dec 
7, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Jackson & Prince, Cannon 
st, solors for contributories 

MaGnetic Inron Mountains SMELTING Co. LuwrreD—North, J, has, by an order 
dated Nov 22. appointed Frederic John Young, 41, Coleman st. to be official 
liquidator Grealtors are required, on or before Jan 10, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above Friday, 
Jan 31, at 1, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


claims 
NorrincHaM AND DERBY WATEER-(4s Co, LimiTED-By an order made by Stir- 
ling, J. dated Dec 6, it was ordered that the voluotary winding uy of the com- 
y tiued Taylor & Co. Great James st, Bedford row, agents for 
aples & McCraith, Nottingham, solors for compan 
q:) 


SICK AND BURIAL 





y 
AV&NUE STORES AND MACHINE MaDE BreaD Facrory, LimiTsp— 

Creditors are required, on or before Jan 8, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Stanley Taomas Weston, the 
official liquidator Womeeoiey, Jan 15, at 12, is appointed for hearing and ad- 
judicating upon the debts and claims 

Rio DEL Ono GOLD Mings, LiwireD—By an order made by North, J, dated Dec 
7, it was ordered that the mines be wound up Goldberg & Langdon, West st, 
Finsbury circus, solors for vetner 

SH«#PMAN IRON AND STEEL TREATING Co, LimiTED—By an order made by Kay, J, 
dated Dec 7, it was ordered that the company be wound up Harston, B:shops- 
gate st Within, solor for petner 

SH«RMAN IRON AND STREL TREATING Co (FOREIGN Parents), LimiTgp - By an 
order made by Kay, J, dated Dec 7, it was ordered that the company be wound 
up Harston, Bishopsgate st Without, solor for petner 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. : 

Norra Loxspon Tramways Co—Petn ior winding up, presented Dec 13, directed 
to be heard befwre North, J, on Jan 18 Cheston & Sons, Gt Winchester st, 
agents fur Collins & Co, Liverpool, solors for petner 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

East DEREHAM ODD FELLOWs W1D0Ws’ AND ORPHAN®’ SociuTy, Lord Nelson Inn, 

Kast Dereham, Norfolk Dec 11 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
SuTTon NEW FRIgNvLY Socrgry, Stalham Vicarage, Satton, Norwich Dec it 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or OLA, 
London Gazette.—F a1nay, Dec, 13, 
TurNER, FrRepERicx, Kingston upon Hull, Ciothier. Jan13. Mason v Turner, 
Chitty, J. Richardson, New Malton 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 17. 
BouLtTwoop, E1iza RvussELL, Cheshunt, Hertford. Jan 10. Attorney-General v 
Solicitor to the ‘Teasury, Kay,J. Raven, Temple chmbrs, Whitefriars 
GREEN, FREDERICK, Long, Eaton, Derby, Tailor. Jan 20. Austin v Green, 
N J. Williams, Long Eaton 
Tunno, Canotinx, Upper Brook st, Grosvenor sq. Jan 14. Raikes v Raikes, 
Chitty, J, Kaikes, Coleman st 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 335. 
Last Day oy OLarm. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec. 6. 
Basnane, Ama EeTuer, Cadogan pl, Chelsea. Jani6, Ourrie & Ov, Lincoln's 
Berry, Jang, St Charles sq, Notting Hill. Feb2it. Shaen & Oo, Bedford row 
Buiatrz, Coventry, Stamford Hill, nr Whitehaven, Gent. Dec 31. Brockbank & 
Co, Whitehaven 


0, 
Braviey, Hannan, Handsworth, Staffs, Jani0. Johnson & Uo, Birmingham 
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OaWsTON. Sara ANN, Folly House, nr Braintree, Zssex. ¥eb 8. Janson & Co, 


CoE, fay hs upon Trent, Mining Engineer. Jan7. Julian, Burslem 
Desw, Ann Krexsy, Clifton, Bristol. Jan 31. Harwood & Boutflower, Bristol 
Frpank, JOSEPH, Newport, Mon, Jani. Fishers & Reece, Essex st, Strand 
Fox, GzorG#, Brighton, Esq. Jan20. Upton & Co, Austinfriars 

FrencH, ANNE MaziA, Brandon Hill, Bristol. Jan 20. Abbot &Co, Bristol 
GAITSKELL, ELLEN, Leamington, Febi. Field & Sons, Leamington 

Garpurtr, Lucy, Wombwell, Yorks. Jané. Kenyon & Son, Thorne, via Don- 


GR0om, . Tuomas, Wellington, Salop, Gent, Feb 3. Knowles & Littlewood, 

Horwoon, Warman, fagowess, nr Mold, Flints, Colliery Manager. Jan 7. 
Keene, M 

LANDFEAR, THOMAS, Wootton Bassett, Wilts, Farmer. Jan 18. Bevir, Woot- 


’ESTRANGE, ALURED AUGUSTUS DARBY, Freegrove rd, Holloway, Journalist, 

LBaraAx Lieutenant Colonel Royal Gumberlend Militia. Jan is. Nye & Co, 
Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 
Low, ELIZABETH, Southport. Jané6. Ackerley & Son, Wigan 
Mason, JANE, East Bridgford, Notts. Jan6. Heath & Sons, Nottingham 
TTHEWS, JAMES Huson, Lorne rd, Finsbury pk. Jan 16. B & Bayliffe 

7 Raymond ook OL Gray’s inn wes ite paigier 
Muwnpay, D ootton, Lincs, retired Farmer. Janti. H. E, & R. Mason, 
Barton upo Sanam iieed ber 
RATCLIFFE, Joum, Walsall, Engine Driver. Febi. Evans, Walsall 


SHARPE, SusSAN, Fulbourn, Oantab. Dec 23. Wright, Cambridge 

SmirH, ELIZABETH, Leagrave Marsh, Beds. Dec18. Brooke, Luton 

SNEATH, Mary, Nottingham. Feb 6. Watson & Co, Nottingham 

Seserrom, JOSEPH HARRIS, pan Solicitor. Jan 3t. Turner, King st, Cheap- 
8 


UMNER, ellington rd, St John’s Wood, Surgeon. Dec 31. 
Feral 6 Geel hee 0 ee Atenas 
SYEEs, = = Doncaster, Gent. Jan15, Saunders & Co, Wath upon Dearne, 
nr 
TOWNLEY, we CHARLES, Southampton, Esq. Jan 31. Crowders & Vizard, Lincoln’s 
VIVIAN, _ Sambeene, Cornwall, Retired Engineer, Jani4. Daniel & 
Thomas, Camborn 
WALTON, SAMUEL Warp, Sedburgh, Yorks, Licensed Victualler. Jan 31° 
Eastwoods & Sutclittes, Todmorden 
Ween, by y ~M VINSENT, Great Geenefen, Hunts, Esq. Dec 30. Wilkinson 
‘o, 8t Neots 
HITEHEAD, GEORGE Wo.rr, Madras, East 6 Indien, retired Lieutenant-Colonel. 


Dec 27. Smith & De Zoete, Finsbury circus 
Waems, ‘gees Endmoor, W d, Innk - Dec 31. Gatey, Amble- 


Wus0n, ‘Many, Endmoor, Westmoreland. Dec 3i. Gatey, Ambleside 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 10. 
ANDREW, Hrinpson. Newholm cum Dunsiey, Whitby, Yorks, Farmer. Jan 18. 
Buchannan & Jons, Whitby 
BaRLow, mad Market Harborough, Builder. Dec 31. Nicholson, Market 


Har 
BEVIES, Hera, Ubard, Somerset. Jan6. Clarke & Lukin, Chard 
eer -* t THomaAs, Outwood, Yorks, Engineer. Feb 1. Brown & Co, Wake- 
2) 


Seaussceee, Rev. MaktTIN WuHisH, Clifton. Jani4. Flewker & Page, Wolver- 


Pp’ 
CHAPMAN, SARAH, Thirsk, Yorks. Jan 1. Whitham, Ripon 
CoNYNGHAM, ELIZABETH LENOX, Cheyne walk, Cheleea. Dec 31. Robins & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
CROSSLEY, BENJAMIN, Rochdale. Jan 8, Standring & Co, Rochdale 
DYKE, Avsusroe Hart, Wynnsta: gardens, =~ st, K aecteaten i, Coptate in 
the Royal Mail Steam Packer Jan 8. Pearce & Co, So t thampton 
ey GEORGE, Westhoughton, Lancs, Potato Dealer. aa 31. Balshaw 
& Hodgkinson, Bolton 
Evans, ELIZABETH, Dudley. Jan22. Ward, Dudley 
FOWLER, CAROLINE, Aldershot, Feb1. Foster, Aldershot 
Hurst, AMELIA, Stalybridge, Chester. Dec 23. Buckley & Miller, Stalybridge 
J viking's rd, Os Sey pound * Streatham common, Butcher. Jan20. Ripley, 
me srd 
Jouty, EL i Ohrinte ne rd, P Victoria pk. Jan3i. Harcourt & Son, Moorgate st 
omer = Wrz, Manchester, Music Hall Manager. Jani2. Nelson, Man- 


LAFonr, ‘im, Cheltenham, Jani. Veasey, Baldock, Herts 

LANCASTER, THOMAS, Gerrard’s Cross, Bucks, Licensed Victualler. Jan 7. 
Gresham & Co, 90 Ola Jewry chmbrs 

MIZONRI2, Md aa Melcombe Regis, Dorset, Corn Factor, Jan 21. Howard, 

eymouw 

Morereson, Epwarp CuRRI#, Duke st, St James’s, Esq, Indian Civil Service. 
Jan19. Booty & Bayliffe, Raymond bidnes. Gray’s inn 

PARKER, MARINA ANNE, Cheltenham. Jan Mallory” Cheltenham 


PRENDERGAST, AUGUSTA ELLs, Brighton. pol 25. Barker, Bedford row 
PULLAB, JOHN, St Helens, Lancs, Baker. Dec 24. Barrow & Cook, St Helens 
REEVE, ELIZABETH, Brockham green, nr Reigate. Jan 9. Robinson, Jermyn st, 


St J ames’s 

Resmaygecs, a naan, Warwick, Sergeant Mejor. Feb6. Handley & Uo, 

Sannent. JOSEPH, Gleneagle rd, Streathem, Esq. Dec 26. Mott & Oo, Bedford 

SAUERWEIN, HEINRICH, ingot » Earl’s court, Gent. Janié. Goldberg & 
Langdon, West st, Finsbury 4-5 

SPENCE, JAMES ATKINSON Waar , Bernard st, a retired Sungeen Major in the 
Madras Army. Feb 1, Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria s' 

WALKER, Mary Ann, Lewisham, Licensed Victualler. Jan 9. ‘Raddle, South- 
ampton bldngs, Chancery lane 

Watton, HENRY HAYNES, Brook st, Hanover sq, Esq., F.R.0.8.E. Jan 13. 
Sieveking, Essex st, Strand 

ELLS, FRANCES ELIZABETH, Norwich. Jan 14. Tillett & Co, Norwich 

WILLIAMSON, JAMES WRIGLEY, Ashton under ne, Banker’s Olerx. Jan 4, 
Olayton & Wilson, Ashton under Lyne shite 

Woop, Joun Ayton, Tugall Hall, Northumberland, Lieut.-Colonel. Jan 31. 

‘orster Dn, ~ on on 


Woon, Rd ey» Farnborough, Southampton, Licensed Victualler. Feb 23, 





London Gaszette.—FRmpaY, Dec. 18. 
ADAMS, SUSANNNAH, Ladbroke grove, Notting hill. Jan 31. Nicholson & Co, 


Bartzy, Francis JAMES, Liverpool, Physician. March 12. Pierce, Liverpool 
Batt, W1t11am Ropskt, Liverpool, Public House Manager. Jan 13. Lumb, 


Bacummeel. General JoHN STUDHOLME, O.B., Lowndes st. Jan 31. Baker &Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


BRYANT, ANN, Hanham, Glos. Jan 31. Sparks, Bradford on Avon 
ve Bails place, Conduit st, W- , Archery Manufacturer. Janil. Caprons & Oo, 
COCcKEURN, DOLPHUS, Stock Exchange, Stock Dealer. March 10. 


Lincoln's ion 
Arald, New oy Lt ‘Eastbourne. Jan 20. Baileys & Co, Berners st 


DAWES, BENTON OHARLES, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Jan 31. O’Con- 


Dnuw, WALTER, Kingston upon Hull, Gent, Jan25. Laverack, Hull 
Duce, Hannan, Birmingham. Jani. Ryland & Co, Birmingham 
Suman, Deore ot, Fulham. Jan 1. Ross & Douglas-Norman, 


FLETCHER, 
vos Onoumk Rasen, Median rd, Lower Clapton. Jan 21. Law & 


orssam., born mow «I ct 
eonnai eS eee. Chester sq, Hanover sq. Jan 31, Crowdy & Son, 


masebeen gy aR Salop. Jan 20. Hemingway & Son, Bewdley 
Hewrrt, HaBrret, Mai qi ~ Dec 24. Poyser & Bennetts, Maiden- 
mount Cennamher Panos, aoe, i. M. Ship “Swiftsure.” Jan 10. Leighton, 
a. upon Tyne, Cartwright. Jan 25. E's lon & Dransfield, 
Secu Gee +. Lincs, Merchant. Jan 15. Freer & Co, Brigg 


Ion, JosEPH, Hessle, Yorks, Gent. Jan 25. Laverack, Hull 
Joass, En1zABETH DuFF, Bow lane, Poplar. Jan 1. Carter & Bell, Idol lane, 


Kp, ANTHONY, Southport, Retired Joiner. Jan 14. Parr & Oo, Southport 
Kine, OHARLES, Bedford, Clerk in Holy Orders, Jan 7. Bubb & Oo, Chel- 
LavRIER, ERNEST JAMES, Philpot lane, Merchant. Jan 13. McDiarmid & 


Teather, Newman’s ct, 
—. JOHN, "Folkestone. Jan 20. Jennings, Patshull rd, N.W. 


‘AKIN, CHARLES, Rotherham. Jan25. Harrop & Harrop, Swinton, nr Rother- 


McCann, Joun, Cheetham, Manchester, Gent. Jan 30. Dixon, Manchester 

MILLER, AGNES WALKER, Gosport, Hants. Jan 1. Bramsdon, Portsea 

Baoan, Wmssass Resi, Disley, Chester, Licensed Victualler. Febi. Johnson 
& 

MorGan, ANN, pl, Newcastle upon Tyne. Jan 25. Elsdon & Dransfield, 

sae ALFRED HENRY, Shepton Mallet, Somerset, Gent. Janié. Baron, 


Bedford row 
PaLin, PuEeE, 5 Nottingham, Grocer. Feb 15. Neville, Nottingham 


PARKINSON, RICHARD, Bleasdale, nr Garstang, Lancs, Yeoman. Jan 12. Clarke, 

PaTsEsoNn, ANNE ELIZABETH, Ipswich. Jan 31. Walker & Co, Theobald’s rd, 

POWELL, eons, Parker’s row, Bermondsey, Baker. Jan 18. Savage, Ludgate 

Pusan, Hamat ALBERT, Cheltenham, Chemist. Dec 17. Dighton, Chelten- 

Ropes, CLARA, Halifax. Jant5. Rhodes & tn gg hnittiies 
N, ANNE La’ nr Chippenham, an 27. 

sane antenee” nition Ficee a Dee 28. Bubb & Co, Cheltenham 


SETON-SMITH, ROSAMOND paneme, Sussex villas, South Kensington. Jan %. 
Chester & Co, Bedford ro 
, Wr~L1aAM, Holbeach, w Lincs, Farmer. Feb 20. Sturton, Holbeach 


Surpson, CHARLOTTE, Gt Grimsby. Jan 31. Haddelsey, Gt Grimsby 
SMITH, ng ~ Northumberland pk, Tottenham. Jan 15. 
Let ros, Bartlett's 
ores B Eisa, Richmond 2 Bayswater. Febi2. Robins & Co, Gresham 


grove, 40080, Rochdale, Retired Innkeeper. Jan 27. Standring & Co, Roch- 
cue, Davip Jamgs Staig, Cheltenham, Esq. Dec 2%. Bubb & Co, 
Vanesa tae CATHERINE, Park End, nr Wark on Tyne. Jan9. Clayton & 
WALKER, pty FL, “Jan 4. H.W. & R. Pearson, Malton 

WALKER, SARAH, Fulford rd, York. Jan4. H. W. & R. Pearson, Malton 


WHITTAKER, rete Anaaye Lancs. Jani8. Sharples, Accrington 


Wicks, W 11114M, Worthing, Sussex, Architect. Feb 28. Walker & Co, Theo- 
bald’s T ¥ ar sion 
WILLEN, MARTIN, wnham, Isle of Ely, Farmer. Jan. Archer & Son, Ely, 


Witson, Frances, Grantham. Jan 22. Pratt & Hodgkinsons, Newark upon 


t 
Wirusnrs, Henry, Westbury, Wilts, Gent. Jani5. Pinniger & Son, Westbury 


EN, WILLIAM, Lambton rd, Hornsey ries, formerly Office Keeper in the 
oe Registrar’s Office. Jan 31. tz Payne, Lonsdale chmbers, 


e Ep Surre: Strand, late Commissioner in the 
WRIGHT Chinese Emp WARD, oe a. Bow - 








WARNING TO so puma poms USE PURCHASERS & a ed apne 
cage eee ve the Sani! "Ventiation nos a ee ee 
from Ramet, Hepes 6 ae Vi 11d, Victoria-st , West - 
py ay shang 1875), who also undertake -— epee en tien) 
NVESTMENT.—T'o purchase a voli + deposit and a monthly 
from 5s. to tos, iu additi tthe raat & period only), is one ot 
papment of and best investments to to ceabe. Is nen a small 





of capital, —, it ome . future permanent income.— for _—T 
Ludgate-hill, » Bd 0,— (ADVE. ] 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRiDay, Dec, 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ADDIs, Gra Deco Deal High Court Pet Nov 25 


CHARLES, Weteel, Butcher Walsall 

Pet Dec 11 Ord Deci 
BouLD, SAMUEL, Derby, Miller Derby Pet Dec 7 
Insurance 


Ord Dec 7 
BraD1Ey, Joun, Hugglescote, Leics, 
Agent Leicester Pet Deci0 Ord Dec 10 
BREWER, GEORGE, Hanover yd, Rye lane, Peckham, 
er eee High Court Pet Dec 9 Ord 


Brockway, THomas GODDARD, Nailsworth, Glos, 
pment Traveller Gloucester Pet Dec 11 
Dee 1 


BROOKEs, HanwaH, Melbourne, Derbyshire, 
Victualler Derby Pet Dec 9 Ord 


9 
Brooks, JOHN HENRY ALBERT, Ebbw Vale, Mon. 
Gt Sreemerocer Tredegar Pet Dec 10 (1d 


Broom, = BENTLY, Ottery St ny Devon, 
‘'armer Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 1 

BUCKINGHAM, JOHN, Clenchwarton, Norfolk, 
_— Owner King’s Lynn Pet Dec9 Ord 


oul Joun Wir11aM, Liverpool, Farmer Ban- 
gor Pet Nov28 Ord Dec 10 

Coxtines, Rose, and Ciara COoLtinas, Bootle. 

Lancs, Boot Dealers Liverpool Pet Nov 30 Ord 


Dec 11 

COPELAND. WALTER, High Wycombe, Bucks, Grocer 
Aylesbury Pet Decii Ord Dec 11 

CRaAcG, — = pe “we, — Grocer 

King’s Lynn Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 11 

CROSBY, Scarborough, Saddler Scar- 
borough Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

CuTitzR, Epwrs, late Hanover st, Hanover sar, 
Tailor High Court Pet Septié Ord Dec 10 

Dazpse, RICHARD, wer roughton, Salford, 
formensy pes negee Salford Pet Dec 9 


peo Snes, late of Cheetham, Manchester, 
Provision Dealer Manchester Pet Dec10 Ord 


Dec 10 
GANT, a JOSEPH, *Leeds, Chimney Sweeper 
Leeds Pet Dec9 Ord Dec? 
Grpsy. WILLIAM Hewry, Pembroke ee Haulier 
Pembroke Dock Pet Decit Ord Deci 
. Epwarp, Kingsdown, Bristol, Baker 
Bristol Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Hopces, Wir1am, Colwall. ) =_—r — late 
Farmer be ngs sad Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 
InvixG, Mg ~~ EE ton, Camberland, "Black- 
smith Carlisie Pet Dec 11_ Ord Dec 11 
Jacors, Hyman, Church lane, Whitechapel, Furrier 
Court Pet Dec10 Ord Dec 11 
CE, om, 
Ord Dec 1 
EDMUND, Fao Wholesale 
Gloucester Pet Dec 10 


Brighton, Sussex, Laundress 
Brighton Pet Dec ii Ord Dec 11 
Losc. CHakizs Fercus, Great Yarmouth, Coal 
Yarmouth Pet Dec 9 Ord 


Siete en Eatzs, Kilburn liane, Kilburn 

Licensed Victualler Hastings Pet Nov 23 Ord 
1 

Martie, James, Abersychan, M General Dealer 
Newport, Mon Pet Decii1 Ord Dec ii 

Maserz, FREDvERICE, Marxet Harborough, 

aeasenies Traveller Leicester Pet Dec7 Urd 

Siew, _—. Broseley, Salop, 
Macecley Pet Deci0 Or Dee 10 

Mrrcuett, Jous Cuarizs, Hertford rd, Lower 
Edmonton, Butcher High Court Pet Dec9 Ord 


Scarborough, Widow 
-"s Dec 9 
Birmingham, Grocer 


Carter 


Ironmonger 


Dec 
Muszo, Exity WrsTLsxkz, 
Pet —y ad 
ra br eingha Aston j 


cures, Axcsuoss, ‘Dew Decé. 6 Ord Dec 10 
Lancs, Somentodion 


Biackburn Pet Dec it Ord Dec 1 
Manches 


a ——4 CHAELES, ter, Provision — 
ster Pet Nov Ord Dec tt 


Boe, pe aaa, Leste, Railway Ulerk Leeds Pet 


cme EZ. M. » Lance, Commission Agent 

Pet Nov % Ord Dec 

Surru, Walren Joun, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
Dec# Ord Dec ¢ 


Tamer, A. K., Bath Bath PetNovis Ord Dec i 


Tuomas, JaBE, an MauTus Tuomas, Aberyetwith, 
iganekis Aberystwith Pet Dec 
Growst ALEXASUEL. Wilts, 

( Frome Pet Dec% Ord 
Tomiiseon. Marcaurt, Urewe, ‘Cheshire, Publican 


a oe sonaxtige 
land, Farmer Newcastle on 
Ord Dee 11 
Uiueemoash, Auni£, Bearborvugh, Syinster Hear- 
Pet Des Ord Dx 
Uz, UK, Mechelle, Birrwing- 
5 ate Macha ugheun §=Pet Dec 9 


Writs, , Uamabridge rd, Kilburn, Iron- 
Court VA Deed Ord Dec 
Ww i Bolicttor’» Clerk 
9 Ord Dees 


Corey, 
Dec + 


Northum ber- 


vue Pet Dec 1 





Woop, com Reamer, Cardiff, Optician Cardiff Pet 
Dec7 Ord Dec 


The following ‘ol OF notice is ane renee hy for that 
published in the London Gazette of Dec 10. 


WEALE, WitLt1amM Epwarp, Rock, Worcester, late 
Farmer Worcester Pet Dec6 Ord Dec6é 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BARTHOLOMEW, WILLIAM Henry, Woolwich, Oilman 
Dec 20 at 12 119, Victoria st. Westminster 

BovuLp, SAMUEL, Derby, Miller Dec 23 at 12 Off Rec, 
St James’s chmbrs. Derby 

BOWLER, Epwarp, Pulborough, Sussex, Coal Mer- 
chant Dec 23 at12 Off Rec, Pavilion buildings, 
Brighton 

BowLkEs, HapassauH, Evering rd, Stoke Newin 
emo er it Noié6 Room, 80 & 31, St Swi 


BRooxKkES, HANNAH, Maboumne, Derbyshire, Licensed 
Victualler Dec 20 at 3 Off Rec, St James’s 
chmbrs, Deroy 

Broom, JoHN BENTLY, Ottery St Mary, Devon, 
Farmer Dec 23at12 The Castle, Exeter 

CHELLINGWORTH, WILLIAM HENRY, Bewdley, Worcs, 
of no occupation Dec 20 at 12.30 Ivens & Morton, 
Sclicitors, Kidderminster 

CUNNINGHAM, WALTER, and WILLIAM REUBEN Day, 

G.E.R. Goods Depot. sages Station, Essex, 
Timber Merchants Dec 23 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

DAVENPORT, WILLIAM, Horwich, Lancs, Provision 
Dealer Dec 2i ati0.30 16, Wood st, Bolton 

DAVIES, BENJAMIN, arch Wells, Brecon, 
Butcher Dec 21 at 2.30 Of Rec, 11, Quay st, 
Carmarthen 

FRENCH, JOHN ERRINGTON, _ Soper st Dec 3i at il 
33, Carey st, Liucoln’s 

GANT, ALBERT JOSEPH, 
Dec 23 at 3 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

GoaD, JoHN, Witherslack, Westmoreland, Farmer 
Dec 21 at 11 57, Stramongate, dal 

GovuLD, ELLEN MADGE, end ANNIE MapDGE GOULD, 
Clifton, Milliners "yan 8 at 12 Of Rec, Bank 


Harvey, Epwarp, Kingsdown, Bristol, Baker Jan 
8ati Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Brist ol 

InvinG, WILLIAM, Brampton, Cumberland, Black- 
smith Dec 23at12 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

KEMPsTER, JOHN, New Swindon, Wilts, Grocer Dec 
20 at 11.30 Off Rec, * 1 st, Swindon 

LECOFFRE, ABRAHAM, az: Kent, Perfumer 
Dec 31 at 12 i. scy ey bl gs, Lincoln’s inn 

Lioyp, Wr114M, Kidderminster, Market Gardener 
Dec 20 at 1 Corbet, Kidderminster 

LonG, CHARLES FEeRGUs, Gt Yarmouth, Coal Mer- 
chant Dec 21 at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

MoREIS, Tuomas, Buxton, Fishmonger Dec 20 at 
11.30 Official "County chbrs, Market pi, Stock- 


port 

MUSGRAVE, JoHN, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer Dec 
2ati2 Off BF mr drch 22, Park row, Leeds 

OpEY, HENRY , Devizes, Wilts, Innkeeper 
Jan 7 at 12 Of Eee Rec, "Bank chbrs, Bristol 

. MaRk, Bristol, Dyer Jan7 ati Off Rec, 

Bank chbrs, Bristol 

PIGOTT, ALFRED, Fenchurch st, Merchant Dec 31 at 
11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

PuTMsaN, GEORGE JOHN, at Denys, Southampton, 
Baker Dec 3iat 11 Off Rec, 4, East st, South- 


ampton 

Rov, GEorGE VATCHEL, Leeds, Surgeon-Dentist 
Dec # at 3 vg Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Smarp, WiL1LAM Sedgwick, nr Kendal, Labourer 
Dec 21 at 11.30. 37, Stramongate, Kendal 

STILL, W Tae Patcham, Sussex, Builder Dec 20 
at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

ei, GHORGE ALEXANDER, Corsley, Wilts, 
Gent Jan 7 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 
Bristol 

TOMLINSON, MARGARET, Crewe, Cheshire, Publican 
Dec # at 1.30 Royal Hotel, Crewe 

TuxrtTLiz, THomas Nunn, Leeds, Clothier Dec 23 at 
11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

ULLATHORNE, ANNIE, Scarborough, Spinster Dec 20 
os 11. » ff Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scar- 
poroug 

Wapmas, JoHN CHARLES, Charlotte st, Euston rd, 
Contractor Dec 31 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 

WAKEFIELD, E1isua, Kinderton, Cheshire, Coal 
Agent Dec 2ati Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Waub, Tuomas, Mervan rd, Brixtou, Builder Dee 
20at% 119, Victoria st, Wes' minster 

Weverzer, SAMUEL, Leeds, Baker Dec 20 at 11 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Werxus, Henny Trsnorn, Walton on Thames, Baker 
Dec # at iz Cannon st Hotel 

Wetie, Peren Micnazt, Broad st, Golden sq, 
Corn Dealer Dec 41 at 2.80 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

WHATLEY, WititaM, Chester le Strect, Durham, 
Painter Dec @ at 48) Off Hec, 25, John st, 
Sunderland 

Woon, fuancis CHARLES, Bristol, Solicitor’s Olerk 
Jen4atiz.4 Off Kec, Bank chbrs, Bristol 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

BAL, Purnu, Monchsstes, Journalist Manchester 
Pet Noviz Ord Dec 1 

BaLLarp, SARAH FInci, ‘bristol, Mourning Ware- 

et Novil Ord Dec# 


ore 


laos, Chimney Sweeper 


, bouseman Bristol 
BEaRy, WILLIAM, Oheltenham, Baker Cheltenham 


Pet Decs Ord Dec 16 
Boul, BamuLL, Derby, Miller Derby 
Ord Dee7 
BRADLEY, i oa ar bet we ig Ora 
Agent gy Me “et Dec 10 Ord — 10 
Buu, a Msikestons, 
J Vet yy 4 , Ord Deco 


Pet Dec 7 





Brockway, THomas GopDARD, Nailsworth, Glos, 
Commercial Traveller Gloucester Pet Dec 19 
— Dec 11 

BrooxeEs, HANNA, Melbourne, Devigahine, Licensed 
Victualler Derby Pet Dec9 Ord Dec9 

Brooks, JouN HENRY ‘ALBEE, Ebbw Vale, Mon, 
Greengrocer Lneoy, «a Pet Deci0 Ord Dec 109 

Broom, JOHN BENTLY, Ottery St oe Devon, Far- 

Pet Dec10 Ord Deci 
Norfolk, Machine 
Owner King’s nn Pet Dec9 Ord Dec9 
CaMPB ARCHIBALD DAVID, Portsmouth, Captain 
in the Connau pag Rangers Portsmouth Pet 
April 11 Ord 
Crossy, 


THA, +R Saddler 

borough Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
DaBER, RicHARD, Lower Broughton, Salford, for- 
| aaa Manager Salford Pet Dec 9 

rd Dec 1 
DAVENPORT, WitL1aM, Horwich, Lancs, Provision 

Dealer Bolton Pet Dec7 Ord Dec '0 
Foxcrorr, THomas, late of Cheetham, Manchester 
a on Dealer Manchester Pet Deci0 Ord 


GANT, ALBERT JOSEPH, Leeds, Chimney Sweeper 
Leeds Pet Dec9 Ord Dec9 
GILBsRT, THomas, Anstey, Leices, Boot Manufac- 
turer Leicester Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 10 
GOTHARD, EDWARD Frank, Burton on Trent, Tailor 
Burton on Trent Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 11 
GOULD, ELLEN GE, and ANNIE MapGe GouLp, 
Clitton, ae Milliners Bristol Pet Dec 6 
= Dec1 
yy Bedford, Plumber Bedford Pet 


Oct 21 21 Ord Dec 1i 
1, THOMAS CHARLES, poatens, Builder Bedford 
Pot ng 30 Ord Deci 
= Bristol, Baker Bristol 


HARVEY, EDWARD. 
Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 11 
. THOMAS, Leicester, Provision Merchant 
Leicester Pet Nov2t Ord Dec it 
HopGes, WILLIAM, Colwall, Herefordshire, late 
Farmer Worcester Pet Dec5 Ord Decd 
HoLzy, GEORGE, Beverley, Yorks, Botanic Prac- 
eeenee Kingston-upon-Hull bet Nov 21 Ord 
eC 
Irvine, WILLiAM, Brampton, Coubetiont, Black- 
smith Oarlisie Pet Decli Ord Dec 
Jacobs, Hyman, Church lane, Whitechapel, Furrier 
Court Pet aoe 10 Ord Dec 11 
JACOBS, JOHN, Chi rd, Rag Merchant Chelms- 
_ ford Pet Nov 11 Ord ec 9 ; 
KinG, GrEoRGH LAWRENCE, Leicester, Carter 
Leicester Pet Dec10 Ord Dec 10 
LAWRENCS, ELIZABETH, Brighton, 
Brighton Pet Decit Ord Dec 11 
LONG, CHARLES FERGUS, Gt Yarmouth, Coal Mer- 
chant Gt Yarmouth Pet Dec9 Ord Dec9 
MARTIN, JAMES, Abersychan, Mon, General Dealer 
Newport, won Pet | Dec 11 Ord Dee 11 
Massiz, CHARLES FREDERICK, Market Harborough, 
esemneneias Traveller Leicester Pet Dec7 Ord 


Scar- 


Laundress 


C7 

MATTHEWS, ROBERT, Broseley, Galen, Ironmonger 
Madeley Pet Dec10 Ord Dec 1 

MUSGRAVE, JOHN, » Cloth 5 Leeds 
Pet Dec2 Ord Dec it 

PaGE, CHARLES, Aston-juxta-Birmiogham, Grocer 
Birmingham Pet Dec6é Ord Dec 10 

PARKER, FREDERICK SYDNEY, Uplands, Swansea, 
a maa Agent Swansea Pet Dec 5 Ord 


ec 5 

PORTER, AMBROSE, Darwen, Lancs, Ronmetenfon 
Agent Blackburn Pet Dec it Ord Dec 1 

Reppats, Henry, Hulme, Manchester, Debacsenie’ 

hester Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec 

Rovuss#, JOHN, Leicester, Florist t- ~4: a Pet Dec 
3 Ord Dec 10 

Rupp, bf = Leeds, Railway Clerk Leeds Pet 
Dec’ Ord Dec 9 

RUMLEY, ALFRED GEORGE, Bristol, Cabinet Maker 
Bristol Pet Nov 15 Ord Dec 9 

SmitH, CHartus, Tower chmbrs, London Wall, 

Hosier ae Court Pet Dec65 Ord Dec9 

SMITH, Gana, B ristol, Carpenter Bristol Pet Nov 
29 rd 

Smity, WALTER , Jou, QOardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
Dec? Ord D 

SPELL, WILLIAM "Sox, Leicester, Grocer Leicester 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 10 

Tuomas, JANE, and MarrHa Tuomas, Aber wzetwith, 
Uardiganshire, Grocers Aberystwith Pet Dec 
10 Ord Dec 10 

Ti 1 GEORGE ALEXANDER, Oorsley, Wilts, 

Geut Frome Pet Dec9 Ord Decd 

THOMPSON, JAMES ANDREW Batup, Totnes, Devon, 
Doctor of Medicine East Stonehouse Pet Dec 3 
Ord Dee 11 

‘TOMLINSON, MARGARET, Orewe, Cheshire, Pablican 
Crewe Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 10 

Tucker, Ronsrt, Wells, omanaet, Bootmaker Wells 
Pet Nova Ord Dec 

TUGNBULL. Davm, Wont Longridge, Northumber- 
land, Farmer Newcastic on Tyue Pet Dec 11 
Ord Dee 11 ~ 

WalsH, Hunky WueTenna, Rollestone 
in Holy Orders Salisbury Pet 
Deco 

WHALM, 


Wilts, Clerk 
ov 2% Ord 


Wu114aM Epwagp, Rick, Worcs, late 
Vermer Worcester Pot Deo Ord Dec 6 
Weversr, SAMUEL, Leeds, Leeds Pet Dec 5 


Ord Dec - 
18 OMALLES, Peistol, Solicitor’s Olerk 
2% Pet Decd Ord Dec 
Woon, Joun Peeene, Cardiff, Optiotan Oardil? Pet 
Woon, Euowss, Atmondbury, Hudderstiold, M 
OoD, THOMAS, mon yi vewry old, Mason 
Hudderstield Pet Loos Ord Dec 
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LAWRENCE 
Fh Sheffield Pet I Dec 4 Ord Dec 12 
OHABLES, St. Stephen’s avenue, Sheph 
Bush, late , Ad, Registrar-General of 
and Shipping High Court Pet Dec 12 Ord 


Dect Merthyr qyaal, Draper Merthyr 


Bovis, WILLIAM, 
Tydfil Pet Deci8 Ord De 

CHAMBERS, GEORGE. Iken, Suffolk, Earthenware 
Manufacturer Ipswich Pet Dec10 Ord Dec 10 

CHRISTMAS, HENRY, + ae Grocer Portsmouth 
Pet Deci1 Ord Dect 

, WILLIAM, Fitton, Beds, Pig Dealer Bedford 

Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 

Orecc, THoMAS BENJAMIN, Leeds, Mi Menmine- 

Dewsbury Pet Dec18 Ord 

QCroven, JAMES, Pike hill, nr Burley, yermer 
Burnley Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

CoyLe. WILLIAM, Mancheste: Ny aad Tailor Man- 
chester F Pet noe. 12 com , = Quest 

CURD, on, peated er Croydon 
Pet Nov 33 Cord Des 


CURR, mare! — Bocthwort Liverpool Pet Nov 
28 

Dygr, JOHN Henry, Whitehorse In, South Norwood, 
Banker’s Clerk Oroydon Pet Deci1 Ord Dec 11 

EXxLey, WILLIAM, Otley, ee, Whitesmith Leeds 
Pot Decti Ord Dec12 

Fox, GEORGE, the elder, Heigham, rammed Builder 
Norwich Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 138 

FREELAND, Wagan, Ewell, Surrey, Farmer 
Croydon Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 

Gort, BENJAMIN, No A dy bal Nottingham 

4 Ord Dec 14 

GBANICHSTAEDTEN, JOSEPH, and SAMUEL WAtL 
Manchester, Managers in Se mene of » Limited 
Co Manchester Pet Dec13 Ord D 

GUNTER, WILLIAM, Ouchaser, Clerk - Holy Orders 
Colchester Pet Deci2 Ord Dec 1 

GWATKIN, ARTHUR JOHN CAMPBELL, Tate King st, St 
rer ., Betletter High Court Pet April 17 

rd Dec 1 

HARRIES, GEORGE, Bewway, Pembs, Farmer Pem- 
broke Dock Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 1 

Henson, H., Oldfield rd, Broughton rd, Stoke New- 
nates, Builder High Court Pet Oct 15 Ord 

HoGG, SAMUEL, Horsepools, nr Stroud, Glos, Stone 
Merchant Gloucester Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 13 

Hovusk, JOHN ROBERT, Mark, Somerset, Farmer 
Wells Pet Deci8 Ord Dec i 

Kemp, WILLIAM JAMES, West Soe, LW. » Shipping 
ed Newport and Ryde Pat Dec 13. Ord 


Kursny, Kf —. Gloucester, Hotel Manager Gloucester 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec i 

LEE, Saenee' HENRY, Fie uote Publican Shef- 
field Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 

Lz, HENRY, Sheffield, Steel Roller Sheffield Pet 
Nov 26 Ord Dec 12 

Litwatt, Tom ives, Hownort, Mon, Cosemanetal 

veller Newport Pet Dec13 Ord Dec 13 

LisTER, Jox, Lee, ——, Gardener Greenwich Pet 

Decii Ord Dec 1 


Lyon, WoLFs Lady Fulham rd, Auctioneer High 
Court Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 14 
Mantua and MonTFERRAT, ieee a f, Elgin avenue, 

Harrow rd, Maida vale High Court Pet Nov 29 
Ord Dec 14 
Moss, HeRBERT, Peterborough, ~~ tree Peter- 
borough Pet Deci4 Ord Dec 1 
MorGay, JOHN EDDLINGTON, 4 rr’ Fieh 
ealer Lincoln sp see 13 Ord Dee 13 
MorRLEY, JAMES, Fare ate fie Ports- 
mouth Pet Dec 13 bam Dec 
‘enn, GEORGE, Cardiff, Geceer * Carditt Pet Dec 
12 Ord Dec 12 
Ruganneet, se my ae ork Newsagent York Pet 
ec 
Ror, WILLIAM ore Market Hosbonsngh, Brush 
Maker Leicester Pet Deci4 Ord Deo1 
RossirER, THomas, Flint st, Walworth, ir Dust 
pomtenctor High Court Pet Nov 11 Ord 
ec 
Saint, ARTHUR EDWARD, ban e, Leicester, Farmer 
Leicester Pet Dec 14 Dec 14 
ER, WILLIAM, Beale, rd, | a Hea 
Surrey, Milkseller Oroydon Pet Nov 6 O 
ec 
Vaws, GEORGE TAYLOR, Whitby, Yorks, Jet Orna- 
t Manu/acturer Stockton on tees and 
ifiddlesborough hs Decti Ord Deo 
WEBBER, Mark lane, City of » ay 
Wine, Merchant High Oourt Pet Dec? Ord 
eC 
WHELDON, JAMES, Bedale, yoke, Draper North- 
allerton Pet Decii Ord Deo 
WickHaM, JOHN Doman: OMELY, iiniedown, Betta, 
Traveller Bristol Pet Nov 90 Ord Deo 
Wippowson, THOMAS, Beeston, Notts, a 
Traveller Nottingham Pet Deo18 Ord Deo 13 
Wicarns, Josxru, Sandford St, Martin, Oxon, retired 
Farmer Oxford Pet Deo i4 Ord Deo 14 
Wages, snonen Huwry, K——, Heath, nit 
dp, mango Manuta urer wabu 
Deo 12 i Deo 1 ¢~ 


W TELIAM "ald te at, Oook h Court 
Forbes t 4 Ord Deo 1 a 7 
The following amended hi is substituted for that 
publ. in the London Gasette of Deo 10, 


Semen Hany, Seven iste potsenhem, 
Joiner’ Hdmonton Pot Deo ont Doo ; 


, 





= , 
- ¥ agent 2 1at1i 25, Co! row, Bir- 
BRADLEY, JoHN, Hugglescote, Leicestershire, In- 
surance ce Agent Dec 24 at 12.30 gee 


cester 
Burton, THoMas GUNSON, 
monger Dec 31 at 11.30 "On Thee. 3, Hn Ge 


CARVER, JAMES EDWARD, White Horse st, Stepney, 
Traveller for a Machine Manufacturer 
Jan7atii 33, ae | st, Lincoln’s inn 
ERS, GEORGE, Iken, Suffolk. ae a 
Manufacturer Dec 24 —— y nh as + 
1STMAS, YY, Sou’ 
8.30 166. Queen st. Portsea 
CraGe, NATHANIEL, Upwell, Hertel, | Grocer Dec 
24at3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwi 
ABER, i» wer yn Salford, 
formerly Resta Dec 31 atit Off 
D Rec, Ogden’s chi Ley Sm ae gl 
ans, RACE, rmingham, late 
Jeweller Jan 2 at 8 25, Colmore row, Birming- 


ham 
Foxcrort, THomas, late of Cheetham, Manchester, 
Provision Dealer Dec 31 at 11.30 Off Rec, new 
den’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
KLIN, HENRY GEORGE, New Olee, 
Painter | Dec 31 at11 Off Rec, 3, Haven iy Gt 


GOLDRING. "Fe Exchange Jan 1 at 12 
Bankru 7 oad Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


fade 

eonian GEORGE, Birmingham, Sot & Merchant 
Janiat3 25, Colmore row, Le 7 

Gray, JOHN, Birmingham, Dentis' an2atil 25, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

HUGGETT, mi1amM GeEoRGS, Church st, Lisson 
grove, Stationer Janiatii 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s 

JAMES, JAMES, Pyeteetere Glamorganshire, Grocer 


Kemp, WILLIAM 
Olerk ee 24 at 1 ” Holyrood chambers, 4 


port, I 
Kou, GEORGE Lawes. Leicester, Sates Dec 24 
at3 Off Rec, 34 ae ae Leiceste 
Market Harbo rough, 
Commercial Traveller Fr Deo 38 at 11 Off Rec, 34, 
Friar lane, Lng 4 
Mildmay pk, 


MASTERS FRANCIS, te Grosvenor rd, 
Henbury, Merchant yan 2 at il 33, Carey st, 


Lincoln’ 

Martruews, RosBert, Broseley, Salop, Ironmonger 
Jan 8 at 11.30 County Court Offices, Madeley 
McLOUGHLIN, JOHN JOSEPH, Gt t Grimsby, Fisherman 
- ang? ll = 38, iYavon st, Gt'Grimaby 
ORLEY, wick. Fareham, Han’ 

Baker Dec 20 at4 166, ge th Portsea 


PorTER, AMBROSE, on 
t Jan 14 at 2.30 County > Wears House, 


Black 
PRICE, JONATHAN, Llanrwst hshire, Quarry- 
man Dec 30 at5 Victoria Tote Lianrwst 
ey Joun, York, Newsagent Dec 24 at 12 
28, 8 5 ¥ 


,» ARNOLD Leytonstone, Electro- 
* Jan 1 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


elas 
ae Joun, Norton, sali, Yorks, Market 
Se ery Dee 31 at il ff Rec, Figtree lane, 

e 


Rox, WILLIAM SLEATH, Market Mesbetsesh, Brush- 
pat Dec 98 at 12 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
num, WILLIAM, Railway Clerk Dec 30 at 11 


22, Park % 
UST, Guanuas TELIAM, Kingston upon vay Tron 
iecchens Dec 30atil Off Rec, Trinity House 


lane, Hull 
Guane. J "EDWARD Mortimer, Padiham. Lancs, 
Agent Jan 9 atl Exchanwe Hotel, 


Nicholas st, Burnley 
om ARD ALBERT, Aston juxta Binisoham, 
é. Suaeer “Jen 8 at 11 25, Colmore row, Birming- 
am 


WILLINGTON, STEPHEN, Finsbury cirous, Commission 
Jan @ at 11 enon bidgs, Portugal 
8 


UsTUS, Boughton, Chester, 
et Gardener Dec 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, Crypt 


ADTUDS TIONS. 
ADDIS, Fewest, Deel Court Pet Noy 25 
ARGENT, “ue Jon, Crooked lane, Refreshment 
Contractor High © Court Pet Sept is Ord Deo 9 
ASHMORE, CHARLES, Walsall, Butcher Walsall Pet 
Dect Ord Dec 12 
late County 
Deo 12 
WILLIAM Henry, = Oilman 
Pet Nov 19 Ord 
Lancs, 


ee in W 
Coo; Li Deo 9 ond Dee’ 1 
Boyp, OHARLES, ¥ 


and whipping High 
oreo, ae cs her Bed ond 


pen. Sir | a Pp. Reibites, Bari’s 
mun’ Baronet igh Wart” Ree So's ad 





WILL Dealer Bed- 
Pot Dee it i 
W: eet, Satter? Tailor Man- 


bh ds, Clothier New- 
parkhiil, Bir: ham, 
Ord Dee 13 

, aes Clerk Croydon PetDecit Ord 


EVANS, Secoune. Seuthdows Park, Wimbledon, 
Archi - Kirgston, Surrey Pet Aug 15 Ord 


Finca, Hocaxp, Silvertown Chemical awe, Vie. 
toria Docks, Chemical Manufacturer High 
Pet Novi Ord Dec 14 





ter Dec 
GOLDRING, Frank, Ho; | h Court Pet 
July 4’ Ord Dec 14" - oe 
HALL, GEORGE ALBERT. Stump Cross, nr Halifax, 
- Carrier Halifax Pet Nov 2 O:d 


Horemes, THomas, [ikeston, Derbyshire, D. r 
Derby” Pet Novi3 Ord Dec 12 a 

HuMPHERY, Henry JOuN, atestiee sq, Knights- 
eaten 7 occupation High Court Pet Dec 6 


JONAS, JULIUS, Ghenpeide. 5 Forwarding Agent High 
Kune Wi aby 7d AR 1 tm LwW., 
ILLIAM J. 

Agent omen 2 and Ryde Pet Deo 1s ond 
maa Jomm, Glow Hotel Manager Glou 

— Es Hise 83 TOed >. 13 w 

Grocer * Bet Nov ié “Ord Dee ta” 
LIZWALL, THOMas HuGugs, Ne rt, Mon Com- 

mercial Traveller Newport t Dec 13 Ord 


Dec 18 
ia = lap, Kent, Goodener Greenwich Pet 


lace Day, 3 TE Shanklin, I.W., Sur- 
geon Newportand Ryde Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 
YRICK, Frank E., Carli ‘ord rd, 

- Gent High Court Pet “@ BS 
OBB, HERBERT, Peterborough, Shoemak: 

Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec i4 

MorGaNn, JOHN EDLINGTON 

d cola Pe 


t 

MORLEY, JAMES, hwick, Fareham. 
Baker Portsmou q°~-- 13 Ord Dects 

Nourou, Gaouos, Cardi, Grosse Cardiff Pet 

RICHARDSON, 





Dec 12 
Jonny, Y¥: Newsagent York Pet 
woe Ord Dee 1 — a 
, ILLIaM, sen, Th urilaston, Leics, Bootmaker 
ceane, ester Pet Nov - — yo RK 
WARD. ‘armer 
Leicester Pet Deci4 Ord Dec 14 
SHarp, EpwarD Lanes, Com- 
— Agent Burnley Pet Kov © Ord 
Suaw, THomas Francis, and JOHN Morean, Plough 
Sy. st, Printers ogo Pet Nov 7 
THornTON, Harry, Seven Sisters r 
Crna, Btmonton | Fes Deo ¢, Ox i Deol 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 13 
Uswis, Gores Tayios, Whitby Jet Ornament 
Pet Deo 11 Ord Dee tt 3 
Uzauiui, Guowoe ¥ aaDEICS py 


late Merchant canes ne 
Dee 12 


Dee 3 Ord 


oe oo, Cee = 


Dewsbury 
Pet Dess Ord Deo 12 
Qook High Court 
wis ~ bead * 


hee yy x Hux Pantarpon, Aura ort Kensinetoa, 
iva Servane 10 a 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


WwW and Ce . 
"“Bagincors “Coventry Adjud Nov i "Teual 





DEATHS. 
1%, ot bie resiianen, 


5 
Epiakoas 
SHAND. ~ Deo. 6) ot Brighson, Gr 

Lente Chit J EN 


wa On 1 Btn, 3 
veneer, aged aXe 
four, 
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HE LAW GUARANTEE& TRUST SOCIETY, 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 


HEAD OFFICE: 9, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London. 


The Hon. BARON POLLOCK. 
The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE KAY. 


I.—FIDELITY GUARANTEES, given on behalf of Olerks, Cashiers, 
Travellers, and others; also Bonds on behalf of Trustees in Bankruptcy, 


LIMITED. 








TRUSTEES : 


PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 


General Manager and Secretary, THOS. R. RONALD. 


. Mr. JUSTICE D 
The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE GRANTHAM. 





OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: 


1V.—DEBENTURES 
Liqui- V.—TRU: 


7’ 
dators and Receivers under ~¥ — Court, and all persons holding Govesument for Debensared end other 


a) suey e+ where peau uired 
- “LUNACY 


3. ADMINISTRATION BONDS ente: 
Ir. —ADMI RALTY BAIL BONDS granted. 
III.—MORT GAGE INSURANCES effected. 


COMMITTEES? BONDS granted. 
al into at moderate rates. 


EESHIP. 


either in existing Trusts or in those to 


VII.—TITLES GUARANTEE 
VILI.—CONTRACTS GUAR 


and BANK DEPOSITS ins 


STEES FOR “DEBENTURES, &c. The ae acts as Trustee 


papaned to tc be appointed Trustee 


er created 
{oes . Prospectus.) 
t defect in a 
(as to due performance) 


The Socii sy as 


For further particulars apply to the Head Office, as above, or to any of the Branches :— 


Ciry: 9, St. Mildred’s-court, Poultry, E.C. MANCHESTER : 51, King-street. 
BRISTOL: 31, Gaeceen. = EDINBURGH : 53, George-street, GLASGOW: 





LIVERPOOL : 


6, Yous baits, 14, Dale-street. 
8, Royal Exchange-square. 


BIRMINGHAM : 104, Colmore-row. 








SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1890. 


MESSBS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
F. & BRIDGEWATER peg to an- 
SALES of LANDED ESTATES, 
= Ae and Country Houses, 
Building ‘Land, Ground- Rents, 
Stocks, Shares, and other 
at the AUCTION MART, 
near the Bank of England, in the 
as follows :— 













Tues, Jan 14 Tues, April 29 Tues, July 22 
Tues, Jan 28 es, May 6 Tues, July 29 
Tues, Feb 11 Tues, May 13 Tues, Aug 
Tues, Feb 26 Tues, May 20 Tues, Aug 12 
Tues, March 4 es, June 8 Tues, Aug 19 
Tues, March 11 | Tues, June 10 Tues, Aug 26 
Tues, March 18 | Tues, June 17 Tues, Oct 7 
Tués, March 25 | Tues, June 24 Tues, Oct 21 
Tues, April 1 Tues, July 1 Tues, Nov 4 
Tues, April 15 Tues, July 8 Tues, Novi8 
Tues, April 22 Tues, July 15 Tues, Dec 9 








Auctions = also be held on other days, in town 
or count ee Messrs. Debenham, 
Tewson, aa rid ater also undertake 
Sales and Tatedisene for bate and other pur- 
= Furniture, Pictures, Farming Stock, 

ber, siete Crops, &c. Detailed Lists of In- 
vestments, Estates, Sporting Quarters, Residences, 
ops, and Business Premises to be Let or Sold by 
privene contract are published on the 1st of each 
month, and can be obtained of Messrs. Debenham. 
_ Farmer, & Bridgewater, Estate Agents, 
ors, and Valuers, 80, Cheapside, London, E.C 
Telephone’ No. 1,£03. 
ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, 
§.C., or will be sent by post in return for two stamps.— 
Particulars for insertica should be received not later than 
four days previous to the eud of the preceding month. 


Sarena S LIST of PROPERTIES for 
SALE for the present month contains 2,000 invest 
ments and can be had free. 


; 





Particulars inserted wi thout 


pons lif It is the wo ger medium for selling or pure 
Zz Pp y private contract.—Mr. Stimson, 
Austionew, | a A and Valuer, 3, New Kent-road, 8.E. 





R. B. A. REEVES, LAND AGENT and 


CHAM ERY Dan LON SDALE CHAMBERS, 27, 
CERY LANH, is ppespened to conduct Sales of 
Fnchold and Leasehold 


— 7 Lie seme A Auction - 
modera‘ tape. © Management of Property an 
Collection of Rents undartaken. - 


bgp en WOODS, Auctioneers, 13, New- 
ite-street, have a large connexion among 
Buyers of Ground-Rents. They have recently made 
several further Sales and have numerous Funds 
waiting nes, 3 and will be R lad to hear trom 
Solicitors and oth wishin sell by Private 
Treaty or Auction ; r* a ay buyer fur a large 
paresl secured on Weekl 


'y Houses. 
FFICES and CHAMBERS. — — Lofty 
and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be 
et at Lonsdale Chambers, No. 27, Chancery-lane 


osite the New Law Courts). Also large, well- 
{oppo Rooms € : 


for Meetings, re &c.— 
Apply to Messrs. 0. A. Harrison & Co., Chartered 
Accountants, on the premises. : 

















F . you want Money without Fees—amounts 
£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
. CLIBUBN, personally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 








JNO. STEVENSON & COWPER, 
MIDDLESBROUGH, 


VALUERS OF IRONWORKS, MINES, AND OOLLIERIES, 
Partnerships and Sales and Purchases negotiated. 


Middlesbrough Corporation 3 —~eoe Debenture 
Stock: prospectuses on applicatio 


Telegrams, “ Iron.” 


SEAL ENGRAVING, 
ECCLESIASTICAL, CORPORATE, & HERALDIC. 
BOOK-PLATES IN MEDIZ: VAL AND MODERN 

STYLES DESIGNED AND ENGRAVED. 
THOMAS MOORING, 
First Avenue Hotel Buildings, High Holborn, W.C. 
Telephone No, 2,730, 
Seals for Companies Engraved and fitted to Presses. 


O TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, 
Others. -—Jewellery and Plate Purchased.— 
Messrs. Hunt & ROSKELL (late Storr & Mortimer) 
Buy, at _ market prices, for immediate cash, Silver 
Plate, J ;, Diamonds, pon and other gems. 
— Jewelers am Silversmi H.M. The Queen, 156, 
New Bond-street, W. 


ALUATIONS for PROBATE, &.— 
Messrs. WATHERSTON & SON "(Licensed 
Valuers), 12, Pall Mall East, 8. W., offer their services 
to the f Gold, Silver, 








and 





Profession in the case o 
Jewellery, and objects of Art and Value, 


REVERSIONS AND LIFE POLICIES 
MONTHLY PERIODICAL SALE. 

Messrs. SLADE p BUTLER, Reversion Mage = 
and Auctioneers, Queen-street. Cheapside, in- 
clude in their 8 Special Auctions Reversio: In- 
terests of every character or effect Private 

o pre! fees. Advances carried out at from 
four to five per cent. interest. 


TT eLs AVENUE CLUB, LIMITED,— 
Annual Rapeestptien : 25: £2 *, "Town Members ; 
the convenieuce of 
Legal Ling 
and to promote social and friendly intercourse. 
Club accommodation comprises a nr e Club itoom, 
Billiard Room, Smoking Koom, an tion and 
Consultation Room, on the sound floor of the new 
building known as Temple Chambers, Temple- 
avenue, which adjoins ths Victoria-e sabanheeent, 
and is within four minutes’ walk of the Royal Courts 
of Justice.—Application for wt Lt should be 
made to the SECRETARY, Temple-chambers, T 1 











planix FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomsarp- 
STREET and 57, CHARING-CROSS, LONDON. 
Bite peaiute Security. Electr 
c 
Llehting les supplied, Li Liberal Loss Settlements, 
ayment 0: 
Joint Seovetariea— 
W. C. MacponaLp and F. B. MAcpona.p. 
LOSSES PAID OVER 


£17,000,000. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE IN¢E. 
RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 

or other Securities and —— PURCHASED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE. 
VERSIONARY INTEREST BOCIETY LIMITED), 10 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 
1835. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 


capitaliz 
F, 8. CLAYTON, 
C. H. CLAYTON, 





Joint 
Secretaries 





Chier Office— 
126, ire oe LONDON, W.C. 
1, ROYAL 7 tr BUILDINGS, E.O. 
LiFE DEPARTMENT. 


‘ Soot attention is drawn to the following 
oaraees 

. The “Bonus added to Policies on young lives at 
the last division of profits amounted to £75 for every 
£100 ry Sd premium paid during the Quinquennium. 


laims are payable immediately on proof of death ~ 


on title. 
8. The Premiums are seoteonte. 


¥irRE DEPARTMENT. 
Loases settled epee and liberally. 
Private Houses and Ioclesiastical” Buildings, if 
brick and tiled or Rip and free from hazardous 
surroundings, insured at a premium of 1s. 6d. for 


each £100. 
Household Furniture in houses of similar construc- 
tion insured at a premium of 2s. per cent. 
Loans on Reversions and Life Interests. 
Koversions possess. 


Annui 
FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


HE BRITISH LAW FIRE INSURANUE 
COMPANY, Limited. 





BF ci viegemensae sescnbennaed £ 1,000,000. 
to eatertain pepesels 
on ai ies aa, Mercantile Insurances. 


plications * Agee may be made to 
H. FOSTER \ZUTUae, 


anager and Secretary. 
Offices, 5, Lothbury, Banke London, E.0. 





avenue, London, E,C., from co further Darticulegs 
can be obtained. 





‘ABLISHED 1851. 
[RKB EO K BAN K.— 
Southampton-buil Chaxncery-lane. 
THREE per CENT. INTEREST allowed on 
DEPOSITS, 2 Cant able on demand. 
TWO INTEREST on CURRENT 
ACCO culated on the minimum thly 


ORTHERN ASSU Bam CE COMPANY. 


Lompom: 1, Moo AzBugpzsn, 1, 


INCOME ‘* FUNDS: (1888) : — 
fire Premiums .., eee eee vs £615 000 
= eee v0e eee oe 


ACCUMULATED eal 83,581,000 





balances, .. A. not drawn below £100. 

The Bank ae for its Somers, free of 
Oharge, the Cus' f Deeds, Writings, and other 
Becuritis and Valuables: oni oy Ch KS 

xchange, an ; an ure! 
and sale of Stocks, Shares, Annuities. Letters of 
Credit and Circular Notes issued. 

The BIRKBECK ALMANAOK, with full particu- 
lars, post-free, on lication. 








[PERIAL FIRE INSURANCE CUM- 
PANY. 


Established 1803. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, S.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 
E, COZENS SMITH, 
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